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1 Introduction 
1.1 Background 
In 2013, under the auspices of the &KLOGUHQ¶V +HDULQJV6FRWODQG$FWµWKH
$FW¶) responsibility for safeguarder recruitment, appointment and administration was 
transferred from local authorities to the Scottish Ministers and a national voluntary 
organisation, Children 1st, was contracted to set up and administer a national 
Safeguarders Panel. In September 2016, the Scottish Government commissioned the 
University of Strathclyde to undertake this study to understand the role of the safeguarder 
LQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVV\VWHP There have been two such previous studies: The Role of 
the Safeguarder in Scotland (Hill et al, 2000) and Safeguarders Research (Gadda et al, 
2015). As in the 2000 study, the current research team was able to conduct interviews with 
sheriffs and to include them in the data collected through a questionnaire, thereby offering 
some further information on the safeguarder role in court proceedings. This current project 
has also been able to consider some aspects of the framework put in place by Children 1st 
to promote consistency and quality in performance of the role. There is little academic 
discussion of the role though it is covered by Sutherland (2008: 10-026 - 10-028) and by 
Norrie (2013: 2-21 ± 2-33). The Scottish Government has also published Practice Notes 
on the Role of the Safeguarder (Scottish Government, 2016) which is a comprehensive 
statement, for safeguarders themselves, of the work which they should undertake. In 
implementing this, together with the statement on the Practice Standards for Safeguarders 
(Scottish Government, 2015), Children 1st has done much to ensure that the context in 
which safeguarders operate is clearly defined. 
1.2 Aims and Objectives of the Research 
The aims of the research were as follows: 
 
1. ³to identify and quantify the added value that safeguarders bring to decisions 
relating to FKLOGUHQDQG\RXQJSHRSOHLQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVSURFHHGLQJVIURP
the perspective of practitioners and professionals (including safeguarders 
themselves); and 
2. to inform future development and support requirements for the role of 
safeguarder within the childUHQ¶Vhearings system through delivering an 
understanding of how the role of a safeguarder is perceived in practice and 
how the role impacts on decision-PDNLQJERWKSRVLWLYHO\DQGQHJDWLYHO\´ 
The research questions were: 
 
x to explore how the current system of safeguarders operates, and is managed, 
from all agency perspectives; 
x to elicit safeguarder and other agency perspectives of the role and 
effectiveness of safeguarders and how that role interacts/overlaps with other 
NH\UROHVLQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJV system; 
x to identify the skills and qualifications deemed essential to the effectiveness of 
the safeguarder role; and 
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x to identify the type and extent of management, support and training needs 
currently in place and potentially required to ensure the future effectiveness of 
the safeguarder role and safeguarder panel. 
 
In this report, Chapter 2 describes the methods used and outlines the demographics of the 
various respondents who participated in the fieldwork. Chapters 3 ± 6 present findings, 
with some discussion at the end of each. Chapter 3 offers an understanding of how the 
safeguarder role is conceived in practice. Chapter 4 examines the reasons for appointment 
of safeguarders as part of its exploration of how the current system of safeguarding 
operates and ways in which the role impacts on decision-making. Chapter 5 continues this 
exploration from all agency perspectives through an examination of the work which 
safeguarders actually undertake including investigation, reporting and recommendations, 
and views of stakeholders on aspects of this. It also looks specifically at the structure, 
content and quality of safeguarder reports (by comparison also with social work reports). 
Chapter 6 explores stakeholder views on administration of the current system for 
safeguarders and also identifies skills and qualifications required for fulfilment of the role of 
safeguarder and VDIHJXDUGHUV¶PDQDJHPHQW, support and training needs. The final 
Chapter, Chapter 7, provides further analysis of the findings including in relation to the 
effectiveness and added value of safeguarders. 
References 
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2 Research methods 
2.1 Introduction 
This research used a mixed methods approach, comprising questionnaires, documentary 
analysis, face-to-IDFHLQWHUYLHZVDQGIRFXVJURXSVZLWKNH\VWDNHKROGHUVLQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶V
hearings system, including sheriffs, panel members, social workers, solicitors, reporters, 
managers from Children 1st (the organisation contracted by the Scottish Government to 
manage the national Safeguarders Panel) and safeguarders. 
This Chapter details ethical issues as well as the access arrangements to, and 
demographics of, the various samples drawn on in the study, including the ways in which 
the samples were selected and more detail on the way in which methods were applied. 
2.2 Ethics 
This work was conducted in line with WKH8QLYHUVLW\RI6WUDWKFO\GH(WKLFV&RPPLWWHH¶V
Code of Practice following ethical approval by the Law School Ethics Committee 
UEC16/71.  
Electronic data: all electronic data were stored on secure servers based at the University 
of Strathclyde, Glasgow. The data files were accessed using password ± protected 
computers by members of the research team. User specific permissions were used to limit 
data file access to the appropriate member of the research team.  
Interview and focus group data: interview recordings were transferred from the 
recording device to a password-protected computer, after which the original recording was 
permanently deleted. A professional transcriber, subject to a confidentiality agreement, 
was used to transcribe the interviews prior to analysis.  
Sample and paired report data: anonymised records of cases where safeguarders have 
been appointed by hearings and sheriffs was obtained from both SCRA and Children 1st. 
Data related to the paired social work and safeguarder reports were made available by a 
local authority following separate ethical approval. Data were extracted manually by a 
member of the research team and anonymised at the time of extraction. 
Informed consent was received at each stage of the project and all data will be 
permanently deleted within five years. 
2.3 Project phases 
2.3.1 Phase 1: Scoping interviews 
To help inform the latter phases of the project and arrange/address access, scoping 
interviews were conducted with a sheriff and five senior managers, one from each of the 
key stakeholder groups: Children 1st, CKLOGUHQ¶V+HDULQJV6FRWODQG6FRWWLVK&KLOGUHQ¶V
Reporter Administration (SCRA), the Scottish Legal Aid Board (SLAB) and a local authority 
social worker. 
 
2.3.2 Phase 2: Questionnaires 
The online survey software Qualtrics was used to gather opinions on the role of the 
safeguarder from 472 individuals from various stakeholder groups across Scotland 
(Appendix 1). The various agencies involved in overseeing or administering the work of the 
9 
relevant stakeholders i.e. 6&5$FKLOGUHQ¶VUHSRUWHUV6FRWWLVK&RXUWVDQG7ULEXQDOV
Service (SCTS) (sheriffs), Children 1st VDIHJXDUGHUV6/$%VROLFLWRUV&KLOGUHQ¶V
Hearings Scotland (panel members) and Social Work Scotland (social workers) assisted 
the research team in identifying ways of advising the stakeholders that the questionnaire 
was available. A modified version of the questionnaire was used to collect responses from 
sheriffs (Appendix 1). The questionnaires used both open and closed question types, such 
as: scales (i.e., extent of agreement on a scale of 0 ± 10), categories (i.e., yes/no), and 
free-text responses, the latter of which were coded to enable more in-depth analysis. 
 
Summary information on questionnaire respondents 
Ninety-nine safeguarders (21%), 357 non-safeguarders (77%) and 16 sheriffs (2%) 
responded. 
In terms of the demographics for safeguarders, the most common categories were: female 
gender (n = 64, 65%), age 60 ± 69 years (n = 48, 48%), never been a panel member (n = 
KDGPRUHWKDQ\HDUV¶H[SHULHQFHDVDVDIHJXDUGHUQ IXOILOOHGWKH
role in 3 areas (n = 30, 30%) and retired as main occupation (n = 42, 44%) (Appendix 2 
Tables 201 ± 207). 
For non-safeguarders, the most common categories were female gender (n = 250, 70%), 
age 50 ± 59 years (n = 95, 27%), main role in FKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVSURFHVVZDVSDQHO
member (n = 145, 47%) and fulfilled the role in one area (n = 278, 78%) (Appendix 2 
Tables 208 ± 215). Nine of the non-safeguarders had previously been safeguarders. 
For sheriffs, the most common categories were 10 years working as a sheriff (4/13), had 
appointed safeguarders (12/13) and had safeguarder involvement in 1 ± 10 cases before 
them (5/13) (Appendix 2 Tables 213 ± 215). 
All responses were analysed using the statistical software package Minitab Version 17. 
 
2.3.3 Phase 3: Documentary analysis 
This phase involved the analysis of cases where safeguarders had been appointed within 
the past 24 months. 
A sample of 50 cases in which safeguarders had been appointed by sheriffs (hereinafter 
³WKHVKHULIIVDPSOH´DQGFDVHVLQZKLFKVDIHJXDUGHUVKDGEHHQDSSRLQWHGE\FKLOGUHQ¶V
hearings KHUHLQDIWHU³WKH6&5$VDPSOH´ were selected to examine the reasons for 
safeguarder appointments. Whilst the sheriff sample was restricted to reasons for 
safeguarder appointments, much more information was provided in the SCRA sample. 
7KLVDOORZHGWKHUHVHDUFKWHDPWR³WUDFN´WKHFDVHVLQWKH6&5$VDPSOHWKURXJKWKH
childUHQ¶VKHDULQJVSURFHVVIURPVDIHJXDUGHUDSSRLQWPHQWWRVXEVWDQWLYHGHFLVLRQand, 
where appropriate, appeal. 
A separate sample of safeguarder reports was also analysed alongside, and compared 
with, the corresponding social work reports in 17 individual cases (hereinafter referred to 
as the "paired report analysis´ 
 
 
 
 
10 
Selecting reasons for appointment records 
The sheriff and SCRA samples were taken from three areas in Scotland. These areas 
were chosen by reference to the Children 1st Safeguarder Panel Annual Report 2015/161 
because of the contrasting levels of safeguarder appointments made by sheriffs versus 
hearings: one area had a high sheriff appointment rate, one had a high hearings 
appointment rate, and one had a relatively equal number of both sheriff and hearings 
appointments. The paired report sample was drawn from one of these areas. 
The SCRA Statistical Analysis 2015-162 was used to ensure that the sheriff and SCRA 
samples had an age and gender distribution consistent with these overall Scottish 
statistics. An overall set of records was identified in both cases by application of these 
criteria (ie area, gender and age of child, 24-month timescale) and the appropriate number 
of records with the specific characteristics was randomly sampled. The main aim of this 
exercise was to provide a comprehensive, albeit not representative, overview of the 
VSHFLILFUHDVRQVIRUZKLFKVDIHJXDUGHUVZHUHDSSRLQWHGE\FKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVDQG
sheriffs. 
 
The sheriff sample 
 
)RUWKHVKHULIIVDPSOHWKH6&76LQGLFDWHGWKDWVKHULIIV¶UHDVRQVIRUVDIHJXDUGHU
appointments were unlikely to be specified in court documents, and a request was 
therefore made to Children 1st for access to anonymised safeguarder allocation forms. 
Fifty such forms were identified as above. The variables identified in Appendix 2, Table 
216 were extracted for analysis (although, almost all of these forms merely supplied the 
rationale for sheriff appointments of safeguarders). 
Twenty-four (48%) of the sheriff sample were male and 26 (52%) were female. The ages 
ranged from 2 weeks to 15 years, with 20 (40%) in the range 0-5 years; 12 (24%) 6-10 
years and 18 (36%) 11-15 years. In 28 (56%) of the sheriff sample, more than one child 
was included in the referral to the safeguarder. There was no indication as to the grounds 
of referral but 47 (94%) related to proof proceedings, with the remainder relating to 
appeals. 
 
The SCRA sample 
 
The SCRA sample was collected and anonymised by SCRA. These data not only included 
reasons for appointment, but also demographic information on the child(ren) to which 
cases applied, grounds of referral, type of order and measures in place, purpose of 
hearing at wKLFKDVDIHJXDUGHUKDGEHHQDSSRLQWHGWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VUHFRPPHQGDWLRQ
the substantive decision and any appeal outcomes. Significantly more data was collected 
in this sample than the sheriff sample. A much richer analysis was therefore possible for 
the SCRA sample and the data sets are not comparable, other than information collected 
pertaining to the stated reason for the appointment of safeguarders by hearings and 
sheriffs. Data was aggregated under four headings or stages: background; safeguarder 
                                         
1
 Safeguarders Panel Team (2016) Summary Annual Report 2015-16 (Edinburgh: Children 1st) at p. 5. Available from: 
http://www.children1st.org.uk/media/5660/summary-annual-report-2015-16.pdf 
2
 SCRA (2016) Statistical Analysis 2015-16 (Stirling: SCRA). 
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appointment; substantive hearing decision; and, appeals. The variables identified in 
Appendix 2, Table 217 were extracted for analysis.  
Twenty-four (48%) of the sample were male and 26 (52%) were female. The ages ranged 
from 1 year to 16 years, with 18 (36%) aged 0-5 years, 16 (32%) aged 6-10 years and 16 
(32%) aged 11-16 years. The vast majority (n = 47, 94%) were already subject to a formal 
order, most often a Compulsory Supervision Order (CSO) (n = 34, 68%). Ten (20%) were 
subject to interim measures and a few were subject to a Child Protection Order. Children 
subject to compulsory measures prior to safeguarder appointment had been on these from 
between two days and nine years. 
A single accepted/established ground of referral was listed in 36 (72%) of the cases, 2 
such grounds applied in 11 (22%) cases and 3 in 3 (6%) cases. Overall 38 (76%) cases 
related to the lack of parental care ground. All accepted/established (as opposed to new) 
grounds were care and protection rather than related to offending. 
 
Paired report analysis 
A sample of 17 anonymised paired reports, one of each pair having been submitted by the 
safeguarder and the other by the social worker for the same child in the same case were 
selected in order to compare their style, structure, content and recommendations as well 
as provide a better understanding of any added value provided by the safeguarder reports. 
Analysis was done manually, using a coding sheet and the variables identified in Appendix 
2, Table 218 were extracted for analysis. 
Nine (53%) of the sample were male and 8 (47%) were female. The ages ranged from 1 
year to 13 years. The majority (n = 11, 65%) were aged 6-10 years. Twelve (71%) related 
to a single child, rather than multiple siblings.  Sixteen (94%) of the 17 reports related to 
children who were already subject to CSOs and all related to care and protection grounds 
rather than offence grounds. The majority (n = 15, 88%ZHUHµORRNHGDIWHUDQG
accommRGDWHG¶E\WKHORFDODXWKRULW\ 
 
2.3.4 Phase 4: Interviews 
In November and December 2016, 38 interviews with key stakeholders were conducted 
across Scotland to explore key topics around the safeguarder role, and individual 
SURIHVVLRQDOV¶YLHZV and experiences of safeguarders. Interviewees were selected from a 
group of 138 questionnaire respondents who consented to participate in this phase.  
Those people who had completed a questionnaire were asked if they would consider 
being approached for a one to one interview or to participate in a focus group discussion 
at a later stage in the fieldwork process. This generated a list of 40 safeguarders, 5 
solicitors, 11 reporters, 57 panel members and 25 social workers. From this, the research 
team identified safeguarders and panel members for interview by using a random selection 
process based on the Allocation Table contained in the Children 1st Annual Report 
2015/16 as a guide to the national picture. We then identified a random mix of potential 
interviewees across the highest, median and lowest allocating local authorities, based on 
gender and length of service. Social workers and reporters were broadly identified in the 
same manner. With sheriffs, we were confined to two sheriffdoms, one with a high and one 
with a median allocation of safeguarders and Sheriffs Principal facilitated identification of 
interviewees. 
We interviewed 11 safeguarders (including one pilot interview); 10 panel members; 5 
social workers; 5 reporters; 5 solicitors; and 2 Children 1st staff. Interviews with 9 sheriffs 
12 
took place between January and March 2017. ,QWHUYLHZVPDLQO\WRRNSODFHLQSHRSOH¶V
offices and lasted between 60 and 90 minutes; average length of interview was between 
an hour and an hour and a half. 
 
2.3.5 Phase 5: Focus groups 
Three focus groups ± one each with safeguarders, panel members and social workers ± 
were undertaken in April 2017. The safeguarder focus group, held in Edinburgh, included 
3 males and 2 females, working in more than 6 areas. The panel member focus group, 
also held in Edinburgh, included 6 males and 3 females, working in more than 7 areas. 
The social worker focus group, held in Glasgow, included 4 males and 5 females, some of 
whom were team leaders, and all of whom worked in one area. 
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3 The role of safeguarders 
3.1 Introduction 
 
This Chapter RIIHUVDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIKRZWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VUROHLVarticulated in statute 
and regulations and implemented in practice, addressing this through an examination of its 
VWDWXWRU\EDVLVVWDNHKROGHUV¶YLHZVRILWVFRQWHQWVWDNHKROGHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRIWKe extent 
WRZKLFKRWKHUVXQGHUVWDQGWKHUROHDQGLWVRYHUODSZLWKRWKHUUROHVZLWKLQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶V
KHDULQJVV\VWHP,WDOVRLGHQWLILHVGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHUROHEHWZHHQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVDQG
court proceedings. 
3.2 The statutory basis of the safeguarder role 
For panel members, LQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVRUSUH-hearing panels, the statutory test for 
appointing a safeguarder is very broad: µwhether to appoint a person to safeguard the 
interests of the child to whom the children's hearing relates¶ Act, s 30(1)). For 
VKHULIIVHIIHFWLYHO\WKHUHLVQRVWDWXWRU\WHVW7KH\DUHUHTXLUHGVLPSO\WRµFRQVLGHU
ZKHWKHUWRDSSRLQWDVDIHJXDUGHUIRUWKHFKLOG¶$FWV7KHUHZHUHFRQWUDVWLQJ
views at interview as to the value of this flexibility. Safeguarders predominantly, but also 
some social workers, did not favour tightening the criteria for appointment. However, other 
stakeholders considered that the current test left unsaid the more practical tasks expected 
of safeguarders (discussed further below).  
[The test is] very vague... anything can hide under the banner of the 
best interests of the child. Taking the child into care can march 
under that banner. Keeping the child out of accommodation can 
PDUFKXQGHUWKDWEDQQHU$Q\WKLQJFDQ,W¶VDYHU\QHEXORus and 
very subjective concept (Solicitor 3). 
>7KHWHVW@OHDYHV\RXRSHQWRGLIIHUHQWLQWHUSUHWDWLRQV«LWRIWHQ
DSSHDUVWKDWLW¶VQRWDERXW«WKHLQWHUHVWVRIWKHFKLOG,W¶VDERXW
FRQIOLFWZLWKWKHSDUHQWVDQGDERXWWKHLQWHUHVWVRIWKHSDUHQWV«
WKHUH¶VDlack of clarity about what the role of the safeguarder is 
(Social Worker 4). 
Nine (out of 10) panel member interviewees thought it was inadequate as a statutory test, 
suggesting that they would welcome a more detailed specification of the content of the 
role. By contrast the (9) sheriff interview respondents generally welcomed the breadth 
inherent in the statutory provision. 
,GRQ¶WWKLQNWKHLUUROHVKRXOGEHFRQVWUDLQHGE\VWDWXWHRU
anything else. I think they should be given a fairly loose rein as to 
whaWWKH\SHUFHLYHWKH\¶UHGRLQJ6KHULII 
 
In making appointments however, sheriffs indicated that they set some parameters for the 
UROH7KHPDLQ³WHVW´ZKLFKWKH\DSSOLHGZDVZKHWKHUDSSRLQWPHQWZDVQHFHVVDU\in the 
FKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWV.  
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3.3 Perceived lack of understanding of the role 
In their questionnaire responses, safeguarders themselves generally indicated that they 
were clear about what was expected of them in the role: the scores awarded by the 88 
respondents ranged from 7 to 10 (Appendix 2 7DEOH6DIHJXDUGHUV¶YLHZVRQRWKHU
VWDNHKROGHUV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHUROHZHUHPRUHPL[HGWKHVFRUHVDZDUGHGE\WKH
responders ranged from 3 to 10 (Appendix 2 Table 301).  
Interview data provided more detail as to which stakeholder groups perceived some lack of 
clarity in the understanding of which others (Appendix 2 Table 303). Some indicative 
comments are given below.  
[T]he way panel members articulate the role of a safeguarder [in 
Hearings] confuses me. They really struggle with that and it really 
needs to be streamlined into a coherent narrative about what the 
UROHRIDVDIHJXDUGHULV«DORWRIVRFLDOZRUNHUV¶QRVHVJHWSXWRXW
RIMRLQWE\VDIHJXDUGHUV«µ,¶YHZRUNHGRQWKLVFDVHIRU\HDUV\RX
float in here for an hour and you undermine whDW,VDLG¶7KHUH¶VD
perception amongst loads of families that safeguarders simply align 
WKHPVHOYHVZLWKWKHORFDODXWKRULW\¶VSRVLWLRQDQ\ZD\DQGDORWRI
families struggle to see the difference (Reporter 4). 
[s]RPHVDIHJXDUGHUV«GRQ¶WDSSUHFLDWHZKDWWKe role is (Panel 
member 1). 
The issue is succinctly summed up by a safeguarder: µWKHUH¶VDVPDQ\GLIIHUHQWYLHZV
DVWKHUHDUHSHRSOH¶6DIHJXDUGHU 
3.4 The content of the safeguarder role 
%\FRQWUDVWZLWKVWDNHKROGHUV¶perceptions that there was a lack of clarity amongst other 
professionals about the safeguarder role, questionnaire, interview and focus group data 
indicated a fair degree of consistency around what it is that safeguarders do and should 
do. 
Free-text responses were used in the questionnaire to collect opinions on the key 
functions of a safeguarder. Ninety-nine safeguarders and 373 non-safeguarders 
responded and their responses were coded prior to analysis (Appendix 2 Table 304). The 
most commonly mentioned activities were those associated wiWKORRNLQJRXWIRUWKHFKLOG¶V
best interests: mentioned by 81 of the 99 safeguarders (82%) and 157 of the 357 non-
safeguarders (44%). There was some variation in the importance of other activities such 
as information gathering and informing decision making and in relation to the significance 
of the independence of the role (Appendix 2 Table 305).  
At interview, safeguarders, in particular, stressed the independence and objectivity of the 
role. Panel members, social workers, reporters and sheriffs stressed the need to 
VDIHJXDUGWKHFKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWVLQVLWXDWLRQVRIFRQIOLFW$SDQHOPHPEHUVXPPHGXSWKH
role in this way: 
[O]f course the safeguarder protects the interests of the child but 
predominantly, from my point of view, the role of the safeguarder is an 
information gatherer, collates information and has the necessary experience 
and understanding of the position to provide a recommendation and to be 
able to justify that recommendation (Panel member 1). 
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3.5 Overlap of roles 
The safeguarder role adds value to the system where it is distinct from, or complementary 
to, the function of all other professionals and participants. Overlap was therefore 
addressed in the questionnaire and a majority of the respondents in each stakeholder 
group (safeguarders, non-safeguarders and sheriffs) felt that the role of safeguarder was 
unique in the childUHQ¶VKHDULQJVV\VWHP$SSHQGL[ Tables 306 ± 308). 
A number of those who felt there was overlap perceived this to exist between the roles of 
social worker and safeguarder (safeguarders n = 7, 47%, non-safeguarders n = 71, 63% 
and sheriffs 2/3). Few respondents stated there was overlap between all potentially 
overlapping roles (Appendix 2 Table 309).  
When asked how the overlap between roles affected the safeguarder role, the majority of 
safeguarders (n = 10, 59%) and sheriffs (2/3) along with a large proportion of non-
safeguarders (n = 40, 35%) saw it as complementary. That said, the majority of non-
safeguarders, in particular social workers, indicated that the overlap negated the 
safeguarder role (Appendix 2 Tables 310 and 311). 
Interview data provided more detail on overlap. For example, one solicitor identified what 
they perceived as an overlap. 
[S]ometimes [safeguarders] are appointed to look at grounds of 
UHIHUUDO«DQGVHH parents about what their views are on grounds of 
UHIHUUDO,WKLQNWKHUH¶VDWHUULEOHFURVVRYHUWKHUHEHWZHHQZKDW
WKH\¶UHGRLQJDQGZKDWZH¶UHGRLQJ«LIWKHUH¶VQRWDVROLFLWRU
LQYROYHGWKHQ\HV,FDQVHHWKHKHOSIXOQHVVLQLWEXWRWKHUZLVH«
LW¶VDGXplicate of work (Solicitor 5). 
Safeguarders themselves were, however, able to differentiate their role.  
,WKLQNWKH\¶UHVXFKGLIIHUHQWUROHV«$FKLOGLQVHFXUHGRHVQ¶WZDQWWR
EHWKHUHVRDVDODZ\HU\RXDUHVD\LQJµWKHFKLOGZDQWVRXW¶«VRDV
a lawyer, >LW¶V@ZKDWWKH\ZDQW$VDVDIHJXDUGHU,GRZKDW¶VEHVWIRU
WKHP6R,ZRXOGVD\LQP\UHSRUWWKDWWKHFKLOGGRHVQ¶WZDQWWREH
WKHUHEXWLW¶VP\YLHZWKLVLVLQWKHLUEHVWLQWHUHVWV«$VDODZ\HU\RX
GRQ¶WORRNDWEHVWLQWHUHVWV6DIHJXDUGHU 
In considering reasons for being appointed, another safeguarder recognised the difference 
EHWZHHQFRPPXQLFDWLQJWKHFKLOG¶VYLHZDQGPDNLQJDUHFRPPHQGDWLRQLQWKHLULQWHUHVWV 
,WWHQGVWREHZKHUHWKHUH¶VFRQIOLFWRUZKHUHDFKLOG¶VYLHZVKDYH
not been able to be DVFHUWDLQHG«DFKLOGLVSDUWLFXODUO\YXOQHUDEOHRU
unable to articulate their own views. Quite often you are appointed 
ZKHUHLW¶VYHU\\RXQJFKLOGUHQDQGLW¶VUHIHUUDOVWKDWDUHJRLQJWR
FRXUWDQGWKDW¶VLPSRUWDQWWRHQVXUHWKHFKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWVDUH
proteFWHG«,QWHUHVWV\HVQRWYLHZV,WKLQNWKDW¶VWKHLPSRUWDQW
aspect (Safeguarder 10). 
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3.6 7KHUROHLQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVYHUVXVFRXUWV 
Finally, our research suggested that the safeguarder role differed in the hearings setting 
compared with the court setting. While the core functions of the safeguarder (Appendix 
Table 304) are recognised in both fora, their relative importance can differ, as can the way 
in which the safeguarder presents the results of their investigation.  
The safeguarder focus group recognised a sense that a social justice / educative 
IUDPHZRUNLVSUHYDOHQWLQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVSURFHHGLQJVZKLFKLVGLIIHUHQWIURPWKH
wholly legal framework prevalent in court proceedings. It was also suggested that their role 
LQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVZDVµZRROLHU¶WKDQLQFRXUWSURFHHGLQJVEHFDXVHWKHKHDULQJLV
VHHNLQJWRPDNHDGHFLVLRQGLVSRVLQJRIWKHFDVHLQWKHFKLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWVZKLFKPD\
involve myriad considerations) whereas the sheriff is taking a decision as to whether, at 
proof, factually, the evidence presented indicates that the ground is established or, at 
appeal, whether the decision is justified. 
,QFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVWKHovert focus of the safeguarder role is to produce an independent 
written report, which will usually present the views of the child, other family members 
and/or professionals involved in the case, and to identify a recommendation for the child, 
based on analysis of all information collected (Chapter 5). 
In the courts, conversely, the focus was more on giving the child a voice, on seeking a 
FKHFNRQWKHFKLOG¶VSRVLWLRQLQGHSHQGHQWRIWKDWSXWIRUZDUGE\WKHUHSRUWHUDQGRUWKH
social worker) and giving sheriffs information on the actual domestic situation on the 
ground. One sheriff summarised the role in this way 
7KH\¶UHUHDOO\WKHUHMXVWWRHQVXUHWKDWZKDWHYHUKDSSHQV«WKH
FKLOGUHQ¶VLQWHUHVWVDUHEHLQJSURWHFWHG«ZKDW,¶PZDQWLQJ>WKH
safeguarder] to tell me is how [the children] are, what their views 
DUHKRZWKHFRQWDFW¶VJRLQJ6KHULII 
One solicitor commented that  
µ6RPHVKHULIIV«PD\EHGRQ¶WKDYHWKHIXOOHVWRIFRQILGHQFHLQWKH
5HSRUWHU¶V2IILFH¶6ROLFLWRU 
The inference that, therefore, an independent opinion would be sought from the 
safeguarder was endorsed by two sheriffs at interview. Another sheriff described the 
VDIHJXDUGHUDVµthe eyes and ears of the sheriff¶(Sheriff 6). 
Some sheriffs also emphasised that the way for the safeguarder to bring their accumulated 
information into the court process was by leading it as evidence: 
,KDYHQRW\HWKHDUGDTXHVWLRQIURPDVDIHJXDUGHUWKDW¶VSURYLGHG
me with any assistance in terms of my decision making. And I think 
WKDW¶VEHFDXVHWKH\DUHRXWZLWKWKHLU comfort zone, because quite 
often you will have the Reporter who is generally legally qualified, 
you may have counsel or solicitors for the parents, and the 
VDIHJXDUGHULVOLNHDGXFNRXWRIZDWHU«WKHVDIHJXDUGHUVKRXOGEH
putting questions to the witnesses that they consider appropriate in 
the interests of the children. [But] they do not have the knowledge to 
do that (Sheriff 9). 
In the court, the safeguarder was not expected to produce a written report. They can be a 
party to the proceedings, albeit, on RFFDVLRQDVRPHZKDWSDVVLYHRQHLQVKHULIIV¶DQG
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VROLFLWRUV¶RSLQLRQV6RPHLQWHUYLHZHHVH[SUHVVHGWKHYLHZWKDWVDIHJXDUGHUVZHUHOHVV
effective in the court setting. 
I actually would like to see more safeguarders leading evidence 
themselves, citing witQHVVHV«+HOSWKHFRXUWWDNHDURXQGHGDQG
FRPSOHWHYLHZRIWKHLVVXHV«EXWLWGRHVQ¶WKDSSHQYHU\RIWHQ
(Sheriff 5). 
,GRQ¶WWKLQNLQDQ\FDVH,¶YHKDQGOHGVLQFH«WKDWD
Safeguarder has come to court with a set of questions that they 
want to ask in a SURRIVLWXDWLRQ«PRVW6DIHJXDUGHUVWKDW,GHDOZLWK
DUHYHU\SDVVLYHLQFRXUWDQGGRQ¶W± LI,¶PEHLQJKRQHVW± appear to 
PHWREHHTXLSSHGZLWKWKDWVLGHRIWKHLUUROH«,¶YHKDGD
6DIHJXDUGHU,¶PWKLQNLQJRIVD\LQJWRPHZKDWHYHU\RXGHFLGHLV
fine! (Reporter 2). 
One safeguarder did, however, acknowledge this aspect of the role and the need to be an 
active participant in the court setting 
:HOOVRPHWLPHV\RXDSSHDULQDQDSSHDO«EHFDXVHLW¶VEHHQD
FDVHWKDW\RX¶YHGRQHIURPWKHSURRIWRWKHGHFLVLRQWR the appeal.  
6RWKHUH¶VFRQWLQXLW\DQGWKDWZRXOGEHWKHUHDVRQZK\\RX¶UH
DXWRPDWLFDOO\DSSRLQWHGIRUWKHDSSHDO«<RXJRDQG\RXDUHDSDUW\
to the proceedings in the court, so you might be expected to prepare 
answers, for example, to the appeal process.  6RLW¶VVOLJKWO\
GLIIHUHQWIURPGRLQJDUHSRUWWKDW\RXZRXOGGRIRUD&KLOGUHQ¶V
+HDULQJ«7KHUHSRUWLV«MXVWDE\-line of what we actually do.  
:H¶UHPXFKPRUHDFWLYHSDUWLFLSDQWVDQGWKHSUREOHPLVWKDW
Children 1st GRQ¶WUHDOLVHWKDW7KH\GRQ¶WUHDOLVHWKDWDFWXDOO\RXU
role is to be an active participant.  Not giving a second opinion or 
writing advice (Safeguarder 1).  
3.7 Discussion and conclusions 
This Chapter discusses aspects of the role of the safeguarder and the way in which this is 
understood by stakeholders. It notes the paucity of guidance on this in the 2011 Act. It 
recognises that, while safeguarders report having a clear understanding of their own role, 
they tend to think that others do not understand it well, in particular social workers and 
panel members. Indeed, interviews suggest that all stakeholder groups think that certain 
other such groups do not clearly understand the role. By contrast, questionnaire 
responses suggest a common understanding of key functions among stakeholders 
(Appendix 2 Table 304) albeit with mixed views as to their relative importance. The 
common understanding may in part reflect the work undertaken by Children 1st, for 
example around the Practice Notes on Role of the Safeguarder (2016), to try to ensure a 
consistent understanding on the part of safeguarders. One way to promote a more 
consistent understanding of the role might be the adoption of a core definition for use 
across all stakeholder groups. A possible example, using the data collected on the content 
of the role, and discussed with all three focus groups (safeguarder, panel member and 
social worker), is 
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The paramount role is to safeguard the best interests of the child, to 
keep him/her at the centre of proceedings, and to inform decision 
making through independent information gathering (including, as 
DSSURSULDWHWKHFKLOG¶VDQGRWKHUV¶YLHZVDQGREMHFWLYHDQGDQDO\WLFDO
reporting. 
 
If adopted, such a definition could promote a consistent understanding of the safeguarder 
UROHZLWKLQDQGEHWZHHQVWDNHKROGHUJURXSV*LYHQWKDWVDIHJXDUGHUV¶ZRUNLVDOZD\VZLWK
children, a child-friendly version may also be developed, but research with children and 
families to inform such a definition is beyond the scope of this project.  
 
The Chapter also considers overlap with other roles, identifying that this may exist with the 
roles of social worker (see Chapter 5), solicitor/legal representative, advocate / advocacy 
ZRUNHUFKLOGUHQ¶VULJKWVRIILFHUDQGUHSRUWHU6DIHJXDUGHUVGRSHUIorm some of the same 
IXQFWLRQVDVRWKHUSURIHVVLRQDOVIRUH[DPSOHLQREWDLQLQJWKHFKLOG¶VYLHZVSafeguarders, 
however, go beyond this and consider views only as one element of their analysis and 
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQLQUHODWLRQWRWKHFKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWV$OVR unlike solicitors, safeguarders do 
QRWDFWRQDQ\RQH¶VLQVWUXFWLRQV- one of the defining features of the role is its 
independence. There will, therefore, be circumstances in which a child can benefit from 
the input of both a legal representative and a safeguarder. In these respects, then, the 
safeguarder role is differentiable and adds value. 
 
These perceived overlaps require decision-makers to be clear that a safeguarder 
appointment is necessary (in that the work is not already being undertaken by another) 
(see Chapter 4) and safeguarders to be focused on their own role and navigating the work 
undertaken by others to enhance the decision-making process (see Chapter 5). 
7KHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VUROHLVEURDGDQGDVLGHQWLILHGDERYHFDQLQYROYHREWDLQLQJWKHFKLOG¶V
DQGSRVVLEO\RWKHUV¶YLHZVWKHUHE\RYHUODSSLQJZLWKRWKHUSURIHVVLRQDOVZKRDOVRVHHN
and present these views. We will present in more detail in Chapter 5 (work of the 
safeguarder) a comparison with the role of the social worker. 
 
Finally, the Chapter H[DPLQHGGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHUROHEHWZHHQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVDQG
courts. The research identified that there was a different emphasis on key functions 
between these fora and a perception on the part of some stakeholders that safeguarders 
were, on occasion, less effective or more passive as participants in proof and appeal 
hearings in the court room. In this respect, safeguarders may benefit from further written 
information on working within the court setting and, as appropriate, being a party to court 
proceedings.  
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4 Reasons for the appointment of 
safeguarders 
4.1 Introduction 
This Chapter examines the reasons for appointment of safeguarders as part of its 
exploration of how the current system of safeguarding operates and ways in which the role 
impacts on decision-making. It sets out findings on common reasons given for 
appointment and on appointment practices of sheriffs and panel members. The analysis of 
the SCRA and sheriff samples (Chapter 2) allowed the research team to identify 
documented reasons for appointment alongside those given in the questionnaire and at 
interview. 
4.2 Considering a safeguarder appointment 
At interview, all the sheriffs and the majority of solicitors and panel members favoured the 
statutory requirement for sheriffs (s 31(2) of the 2011 Act) and panel members (s 30(1) of 
the 2011 Act) to consider, albeit not appoint, a safeguarder in every case. Eight (73%) of 
the 11 safeguarders stated at interview that this requirement was appropriate, despite one 
describing it as being like usLQJµa sledgehammer to crack a nut¶6DIHJXDUGHUDNLQWR
ZKDWRQHVKHULII6KHULIIUHIHUUHGWRDVµoverkill¶ 
4.3 Reasons identified for safeguarder appointments 
Free text responses from both non-safeguarders and sheriffs in the questionnaires 
provided information about the types of situations or circumstances in which a safeguarder 
should be appointed. These were categorised as conflict, gathering information, 
ascertaining views, independence, child¶VLQWHUHVWVDQGFKLOG¶VULJKWV (Appendix 2 Table 
401).  
 
Reasons for appointment (often more than one in the same case) were also identified from 
the analysis of the SCRA sample and these were coded under the categories of: 
inadequate information, conflict, seeking views and as a result of an impasse (Appendix 2 
Figure 1). Coded responses from the analysis of the sheriff sample identified as reasons, 
inter aliaWKHDJHRIWKHFKLOGDQGWKHFKLOG¶VZHOIDUHDQGLQWHUHVWs (Appendix 2 Figure 2). 
These reasons are discussed in more detail below. 
 
4.3.1 Conflict 
The majority of non-safeguarders (n = 208, 58%) and sheriffs (6/16) identified conflict as a 
reason for appointment (Appendix 2 Tables 402 and 403). Conflict was also the second 
most common reason (n = 23, 46%) identified from the SCRA sample (Appendix 2 Figure 
1). Both the questionnaire responses and the SCRA sample identified this conflict as 
arising, inter alia, between parents/carers and agencies (predominantly social work) 
(SCRA sample: n = 18, 36%) or within the family (SCRA sample: n = 18, 36%). 
Questionnaire responses also mentioned GLVDJUHHPHQWDURXQGWKHFKLOG¶VSODQDQGDODFN
of engagement by the family with the relevant agencies as relevant situations of conflict 
(Appendix 2 Table 401).  
20 
 
At interview, all 5 solicitors, 4 panel members, 3 sheriffs, and the majority of social workers 
and reporters cited, as a reason for appointment, the likelihood of conflict. 
7KHUH¶VKDVVOHZLWKDPRWKHUDQGIDWKHURYHUFRQWDFWWKHUH¶VKDVVOH
between social work and parents (Safeguarder 8).  
Two sheriffs also suggested that the appointment of a safeguarder can assist in resolving 
conflict and help to conclude the case 
My prime motivation [in appointing] is to make sure that the interests 
of the child are properly protected but I also think that there are quite 
DORWRIFDVHVZKHUHDVDIHJXDUGHUFDQGHSHQGLQJRQZKRLWLV«
KHOSWRUHVROYHWKHFDVH«WKHUHDUHFDVHV«DIWHUWKHUH¶VEHHQD
FRXSOHRIFRQWLQXDWLRQVDQGWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VEHHQURXQG
HYHU\ERG\DQGWDONHGWRHYHU\ERG\DQG«DQGWKHQVD\VµZHOOLW¶VDOO
VRUWHGRXW¶«,WVDYHVWLPHDQGPRUHLPSRUWDQWO\LWVDYHVFRQWHVWHG
FRXUWSURFHGXUH«WKHVHDUHWKHVRUWVRIFDVHVWKDWLIWKH\FDQEH
UHVROYHGE\DJUHHPHQWUDWKHUWKDQE\LPSRVLWLRQRIDGHFLVLRQWKDW¶V
probably no bad thing (Sheriff 2). 
They are TXLWHDXVHIXOFRQGXLWIRUXQUHSUHVHQWHGSDUHQWV«LQ
effectively mediating agreement about grounds of referral between 
the reporter and the parHQWV«RIWHQ\RX¶UHWROGE\WKH6afeguarder 
that the Reporter has agreed to amend the grounds and the 
Safeguarder ZLOOVD\µZHOO,¶YHJRQHWKURXJKLWZLWKWKHSDUHQWVZKR
KDYHDJUHHGLW¶%HFDXVHWKH\¶UHDEOHWRGRLWRXWRIWKHFourt 
setting, outside the court room, then it is a better place for the 
parents to be discussing it rather than in the formal [one] (Sheriff 4). 
A third sheriff described the safeguarder as µDQKRQHVWEURNHU¶6KHULII. 
 
4.3.2 Information gathering 
The need for additional information was the second most common situation identified in 
the questionnaire in which non-safeguarders (n = 139; 39%) including sheriffs (2/16) felt 
that a safeguarder should be appointed (Appendix 2 Tables 402 and 403). Free text 
questionnaire responses to the questionnaire mentioned gaps in the available information 
or that it was conflicting or lacked clarity. Other questionnaire responses coded under this 
category included concerns around the honesty of parents/carers and the potentially 
entrenched views of professionals (Appendix 2 Table 401). 
 
Within the SCRA sample, the most commonly identified reason for a safeguarder 
appointment (n = 35, 70%) was the inadequacy of information (Appendix 2 Figure 1). The 
further information sought usually related to a specific issue, such as family dynamics, the 
FKLOG¶VVFKRRODWWHQGDQFHRUWKH state of the home environment, though some were more 
general, such as µLGHQWLI\LQJWKHLVVXHV¶µFODULI\LQJWKHSUREOHP¶RUµLGHQWLI\LQJWKHFKLOG¶V
FXUUHQWVLWXDWLRQ¶Some related to information in relation to parents rather than the child, 
for example parental drug misuse, mental health, or non-cooperation with agencies. Thirty 
records (60%) sought specific information and a recommendation (for example as to 
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nature, frequency and duration) on contact arrangements and 17 (34%) on residence (for 
example tKHVXLWDELOLW\RIWKHFKLOG¶VFXUUHQWSODFHPHQW 
 
At interview, the ability to gain additional, current information to help decision making was 
the other main reason (alongside conflict) given for appointment: 
[I hope] to get some direct and independent and some detailed 
IHHGEDFNRQWKHFKLOG¶VSHUVSHFWLYHRIWKLQJVDQGWKHFKLOG¶VXSWR
GDWHFLUFXPVWDQFHVEHFDXVHWKDW¶VRIWHQPLVVLQJ6KHULII 
4.3.3 Ascertaining views 
Ascertaining views was the third most cited reason for appointment by non-safeguarders 
(n = 128, 36%) and sheriffs (4/16) (Appendix 2 Tables 402 and 403). Predominantly, the 
YLHZVVRXJKWZHUHWKRVHRIWKHFKLOGIRUH[DPSOHZKHUHWKHFKLOG¶VYRLFHKDGEHHQORVWRU
where his/her views had not been represented within proceedings but this category also 
covered appointment to seek views of parents, carers and other professionals (Appendix 2 
Table 401). 
 
The gathering of views was also the third most common reason in the SCRA sample (n = 
21, 42%). In each of these cases the FKLOG¶V views were sought but, in some cases, views 
of foster carers (n = 3; 6%), parents (n = 2; 4%), and professionals working with the child 
and family (n = 2; 4%), were also asked for. Nine records (18%) involved a request for the 
FKLOG¶VYLHZVRQFRQWDFW 
 
At interview, sheriffs stated that they would also appoint a safeguarder as a conduit for the 
FKLOG¶VYRLFH. 
,ZDQWWRKHDUWKHFKLOG¶VYHUVLRQRIHYHQWVWKURXJKWKHVDIHJXDUGHU
and not just on the principal allegation but also on ancillary matters 
such as what is to happen in the meantime, like custody and 
residence and are they scared of the parents (Sheriff 6). 
Often during the course of proceedings, it becomes apparent that 
WKHFKLOG«LVQ¶WUHDOO\SUHSDUHGWRHQJDJHSHUVRQDOO\DQGVR,ZLOO
appoint [a safeguaUGHU@µFDXVH otherwise the child is left effectively 
without a voice because the parents may have different views 
(Sheriff 4). 
They should be appointed to give the sheriff a direct and more 
reliable channel of communication with the child and a more direct 
DQGUHOLDEOH«YLHZRIWKHFKLOG¶VFLUFXPVWDQFHV6KHULII 
4.3.4 Independence 
In the questionnaire, independence was the next most common reason for appointment by 
non-safeguarders (n = 68, 19%) and sheriffs (1/16) (Appendix Tables 402 and 403). Free 
text responses highlighted WKHQHHGIRUDQLQGHSHQGHQWDVVHVVPHQWRUYLHZRIWKHFKLOG¶V
circumstances or the benefits of an impartial report and recommendation (Appendix 2 
Table 401). 
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At interview, 7 safeguarders, 4 sheriffs and 2 social workers also cited the independent 
nature of the role as a reason for appointment. 
>6DIHJXDUGHUV@KDYHDQLQGHSHQGHQWUROHDQG,WKLQNWKDW¶VZKDW¶V
YHU\LPSRUWDQW«EHFDXVH\RXRIWHQKDYHDJUHDWGHDORIFRQIOLFW
between relevant persons, children and social work aQGWKDW¶VZKHUH
a safeguarder can come in and carry out a completely independent 
enquiry (Safeguarder 10). 
[Safeguarders offer] a direct and independent channel of 
FRPPXQLFDWLRQDQG«LQGHSHQGHQWYLHZ«VRLQGHSHQGHQWRIWKH
Reporter, independent of Social Work and independent of the 
parents (Sheriff 6). 
>)@URPDVRFLDOZRUNHU¶VSRLQWRIYLHZ«ZKHQRQH¶VZRUNHGZLWKD
IDPLO\IRUTXLWHVRPHWLPHDQGLW¶VJRWWRWKHVWDJHZKHUHZH¶UHQRZ
LQYROYHGLQWKH&KLOGUHQ¶V+HDULQJDQGWKLQJVEHFRPH quite 
adversarial for whatever reason that is, it can often actually be very 
helpful to us to have somebody independent going in (Social Worker 
5). 
4.3.5 3URWHFWLQJWKH&KLOG¶V,QWHUHVWV5LJKWVRU:HOIDUH 
The final two categories for safeguarder appointment from the questionnaire were 
SURWHFWLQJWKHFKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWVnon-safeguarders: n = 65; 18%; sheriffs: 6/16) and their 
rights (non-safeguarders: n = 46, 13%) (Appendix 2 Table 402). Free text responses 
mentioned FLUFXPVWDQFHVZKHUHWKHFKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWVKDGEHHQORVWVLJKWof or, in relation to 
rights, where the child could not understand the process (Appendix 2 Table 401). The 
FKLOG¶VODFNRIXQGHUVWDQGLQJZDVDOVRLGHQWLILHGLQWKH sheriff sample (n = 2, 4%). In 
addition, safeguarding the interests of the child (n = 7, 14%) and protecting the welfare of 
the child (n = 3, 6%) was recorded in the sheriff sample (Appendix 2 Figure 2).  
 
4.3.6 Impasse 
In the SCRA sample, the final coded category for appointment was the reaching of an 
impasse (n = 12, 24%). For example, interventions were not perceived to be working, or 
there was a perceived lack of planning by relevant agencies, such as social work, in 
UHVSHFWRIWKHFKLOG7KHUHDVRQIRUWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VDSSRLQWPHQWZDVWKXVWRDGYLVHRQD
QHZVWUDWHJ\WRDGGUHVVWKHFKLOG¶s needs and/or comment on plans and options for the 
FKLOG¶VIXWXUHFDUHHearings requested a recommendation around short and/or long term 
planning for the child in 11 (22%) of records.  
 
4.3.7 Age of the Child 
In the sheriff sample, the age of the child was a reason for appointment in 9 records (18%) 
(Appendix 2 Figure 2). $OWKRXJKRIWKRVHUHFRUGVLQWLPDWHGWKHFKLOG¶Vyoung age, overall 
they related to children from 5 months to 12 years. It is, therefore, impossible to draw any 
general conclusions about age as an indicator of the need for a safeguarder.  
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At interview, there were mixed views, across all stakeholder groups. Sheriffs in particular, 
had differing views as to what age of child would most benefit from a safeguarder, with 
some saying that they would appoint a safeguarder for babies or very young children, 
whilst others would only appoint where the child was at an age and maturity where their 
views could be voiced (deemed to be upwards of 5 or 6 years old). 
 
Overall, given that it was possible to identify some consistency as to what constitute 
appropriate situations to appoint, stakeholders were asked at interview whether decision-
PDNHUVPLJKWEHQHILWIURPD³GURSGRZQPHQX´RIUHDVRQVIRUDSSRLQWPHQWWRPDNHWKH
process more consistent. This suggestion was generally not perceived positively. As one 
safeguarder commented: µ,WKLQNZHVKRXOGMXVWUHDOO\EHDSSRLQWHGIRUWKHEHVWLQWHUHVWVRI
WKHFKLOGUHQDQGWKHQWKHVDIHJXDUGHUFDQZRUNLWDOORXW¶6DIHJXDUGHU). 
4.4 ReDVRQVDQG³remits´ 
In all but one of the sheriff sample (n = 49, 98%) a reason for appointment was provided. 
These were brief and generic providing little or no guidance, and certainO\QR³UHPLW´WR
safeguarders. TKHPRVWFRPPRQ³UHDVRQ´ZDVµDWWhe sheriII¶VUHTXHVW¶Q 25, 50%). This 
language ± the references to the sheriff as a third party - tends to suggest that sheriffs do 
not directly set down reasons for appointing a safeguarder ± they merely instruct their 
clerks to appoint. 
 
At interview, sheriffs said that they were unlikely to give a reason for appointment, tending 
to leave the form-filling to the sheriff clerk. 
>'R\RXJLYHUHDVRQVIRUDSSRLQWPHQW"@1R«:HOOWKHUH¶VDQ
LQWHUORFXWRUEXWWKHLQWHUORFXWRUMXVWDSSRLQWVRQH7KHUH¶VDIRUP
which the Sheriff Clerk gives me saying do you want a 
6DIHJXDUGHU",MXVWWLFN\HV«,GRQ¶WKDYHWRJLYHDQ\UHDVRQ,I
\RXGLGWKHQWKH\ZRXOGEHDOPRVWFHUWDLQO\IRUPXODLF«%HFDXVHRI
WKHDJHRIWKHFKLOGRUVRPHWKLQJ«>0LJKWLWDVVLVWWKH6DIHJXDUGHU 
WRNQRZZKDWWKH\¶UHPHDQWWREHGRLQJ"@1RWUHDOO\QRµFDXVH they 
DOONQRZZKDWWKH\¶UHVXSSRVHGWREHGRLQJDQ\ZD\>6R\RXGRQ¶W
give them a remit?] No (Sheriff 4). 
By contrast, all of the SCRA sample provided complex and multi-faceted reasons for 
appointment ZLWKD³UHPLW´ being stated either explicitly (n = 13, 26%) or implicitly (n = 32, 
64%).  
 
At interview, reporters, panel members and social workers all indicated that there was a 
need to give a remit or focus to the safeguarder and at times also to reassure the family 
that another stranger intruding into their lives was justifiable. Panel members were also 
aware of the fact that they cannot convey their wishes to a safeguarder directly and indeed 
are unlikely to be at the hearing in which the safeguarder reports back, thus necessitating, 
in their mind, a clearer written focus for the appointment: 
,WKLQNLW¶VRQO\IDLU«WRSURYLGHWKHVDIHJXDUGHULQZULWWHQIRUP
EHDULQJLQPLQGZHGRQ¶WVSHDNWRWKHPIDFHWRIDFHZLWKGLUHFWLRQV
and a brief as to what we want them to particularly focus on  
(Panel member 1). 
24 
<RXQHHGWRPDNHHQRXJKWLPHWRZULWHUHDVRQV«3DQHOPHPEHUV
WKLQNHYHU\ERG\VHHVLWWKHZD\WKH\VHHLWDQGLW¶VDVFOHDUDVGD\
ZK\WKH\DSSRLQWHGWKHVDIHJXDUGHUEXWLW¶VQRWDOZD\V$QGWKe 
VDIHJXDUGHU¶VQRWWKHUHDWWKDWSRLQW, so how are they gonna know 
µFDXVH WKH\¶YHQRWKHDUGWKH+HDULQJGLVFXVVLRQ3DQHOPHPEHU 
6DIHJXDUGHUVZHUHDPELYDOHQWDERXWUHFHLYLQJDUHDVRQWKDWDPRXQWHGWRDµUHPLW¶. On 
balance it would seem that they do expect and indeed appreciate a steer in planning their 
investigation, despite having the independence to go beyond this where appropriate. 
I always put at the beginning of my report the purpose of the report, 
this is the reason, but I always add in the extra wee bullet point: a 
VDIHJXDUGHU¶VHQWLWOHGWRFRYHUDQ\WKLQJWKDWWKH\WKLQNLVUHOHYDQW
(Safeguarder 11). 
However, some safeguarders maintained that a remit from hearings was unnecessary and 
at times unhelpful: 
7KH\FDQ¶WWHOODVDIHJXDUGHUZKDWWRGREecause the investigation is 
mine and I decide what to investigate but they can give you an 
LQGLFDWRU«,GHFLGHP\UHPLW6DIHJXDUGHU 
7KHUHPLW«WULHVWRQDUURZGRZQWKHUROHRIWKHVDIHJXDUGHUDQG
WKDW¶VZURQJ«7KHZKROHUROHRIWKHVDIHJXDUGHULVWRbring a range 
of knowledge and assimilated views from all those concerned in a 
kind of fairly broad-based report (Safeguarder focus group 
participant). 
Social workers, panel members and reporters had mixed views about whether the reasons 
given for appointment provided clarity for the safeguarder, not least where that reason was 
seen by social work as duplicating their own remit. 
>7KHVDIHJXDUGHU¶V@SXUSRVHLVWRFRPHLQDQGDVVHVVFRQWDFWDQG,
IHHOVRPHWLPHVWKDWWKH\¶UHEHLQJXVHGOLNHDVHFRQGDU\VRFLDO
ZRUNHU«RXURZQSURIHVVLRQDORSLQLRQDVVRFLDOZRUNHUVLVQ¶WWDNHQ
as serious (Social worker 2). 
4.5 ³,QDSSURSULDWH´Dppointments 
At interview, stakeholders were asked if safeguarders were ever appointed when it was 
not appropriate to do so. A number felt that the appointment of a safeguarder by a 
FKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJZDVVRPHWLPHVDPHDQVRIµVWDOOLQJIRUWLPH¶ 
I do think that sometimes Panels in particular find themselves 
getting flustered, find themselves not knowing quite which way to go 
and out of despeUDWLRQDOPRVW«ZH¶OOMXVWJHWDVDIHJXDUGHUDQG
WKDW¶VDZD\RISXWWLQJRIIDKDUGGHFLVLRQ5HSRUWHU 
I think they appoint a safeguarder when a Hearing has got tough 
and difficult. I think they are hoping that the safeguarder will make 
everything easieUIRUWKHP«WRPDNHDGHFLVLRQ6DIHJXDUGHU. 
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[Panel members] are struggling to make a decision so they go for 
WKLVFRSRXWGHFLVLRQZLWKRXWDFWXDOO\WKLQNLQJLWWKURXJK«MXVW
FKXFNLQJDQRWKHUSHUVRQLQWKHPL[LVQ¶WJRQQDVROYHLW<RX¶YH
actually got tRPDNHDEROGGHFLVLRQVRPHWLPHV«%XWVLPSO\
>DSSRLQWLQJDVDIHJXDUGHU@EHFDXVH\RXFDQ¶WWKLQNRIDQ\WKLQJEHWWHU
WRGRGRHVQ¶WVHHPWRPHWREHDJRRGUHDVRQ3DQHOPHPEHU 
The answer to this issue is perhaps best summed up by a focus group participant who 
suggested that there needed to be a definite reason for safeguarder appointment for 
H[DPSOHWKHH[LVWLQJSURIHVVLRQDOVFRXOGQRWIXOO\UHSUHVHQWWKHFKLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWV 
<RX¶UHDOZD\VORRNLQJWRVHHLI«WKHSURIHVVLRQDOVWKDWDUHWKHUHDUH
actually looking after the best interests of the child. Now, if that was 
not the case, I would certainly consider the appointment of a 
VDIHJXDUGHU«%XWIRUPHVRFLDOZRUNHUV- all the professionals 
there - usually work in the best interests of the child. Therefore, the 
appointment of a safeguarder, you have to think very, very carefully 
DERXWZKDW\RXZRXOGDFWXDOO\KDYHIRU«WKHUHPLWIRUD
Safeguarder (Panel Member Focus Group participant).   
Some interviewees commented on the differing rates of appointment between FKLOGUHQ¶V
hearings and sheriffs. In Aberdeenshire, Edinburgh, Glasgow, Fife, Highland and South 
Ayrshire, for example, interviewees suggested, anecdotally, that appointments might be 
made as a matter of course by some sheriffs. 
I think if a sheriff perceives that a child is able to express a view and 
a child is not legally represented, then there are certain sheriffs, 
certainly in this sheriffdom, who will almost automatically appoint a 
Safeguarder (Solicitor 2). 
I feel that Sheriffs appoint ± and I GRQ¶WNQRZZKHWKHUVWDWLVWLFDOO\
this is borne out or not ± but tend to appoint more safeguarders than 
panels do and I think that they do it just as a matter of course.  So 
does that point to a misunderstanding of the situation? (Panel 
Member 1). 
We do notice that the Sheriffs seem to automatically appoint them 
(Panel Member 9). 
In fact, however, 7 of the 9 sheriffs interviewed stated that they would not appoint in every 
case. One sheriff gave as an example the fact that the child had offended as precluding 
the need for a safeguarder. 
4.6 Discussion and conclusions 
6DIHJXDUGHUV¶HIIHFWLYHQHVVLQDQ\FDVHLVFOHDUO\DIIHFWHGE\WKHUHDVRQVIRUDQGWKH
circumstances in which, they are appointed. If there is no real reason, then their work may 
simply duplicate that of others adding little. The relative consistency across stakeholder 
groups in identifying conflict, missing information, ascertainment of views (of the child and, 
on occasion, others), coupled with WKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VDELOLW\WRDFWLQGHSHQGHQWO\RIDOO
RWKHUSURIHVVLRQDOVLQYROYHGLQWKHFKLOG¶VOLIH, indicates that these are areas in which 
VDIHJXDUGHUV¶LQYHVWLJDWLRQVFDQDQGGRDGGYDOXH7KHRWKHUUHDVRQVVWDWHGVXFKDVWKH
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reaching of an impasse LQWKHKHDULQJVSURFHVVDQGSURWHFWLQJWKHFKLOG¶VULJKWVLQWHUHVWV
and/or welfare demonstrate the breadth of the role. 
 
Our research identified a number of different reasons for safeguarder appointment across 
different stakeholder groups. While there were some areas of agreement, decision-makers 
may benefit from further written guidance on reasons for appointing to assist them in this 
respect. This would not preclude appointment by panel members and sheriffs for other 
reasons. 
 
In relation to conflict, interview data obtained from sheriffs suggests that there can also be 
DGGHGYDOXHLQVDIHJXDUGHUV¶DELOLW\WRWDONWRHYHU\RQHLQYROYHGEXWSDUWLFXODUO\WKHFKLOG
and the family, outwith the charged setting of the court room in terms of potentially 
defusing conflict and reaching early resolution. 
 
The analysis of the SCRA and sheriff samples shows different practices in terms of giving 
UHDVRQVIRUDSSRLQWPHQWFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVSURYLGHH[WHQVLYHUHDVRQVVKHULIIVGRQRW
Interview data tends to confirm this. 6RIWKH$FWVWDWHV³,IWKHVKHULIIDSSRLQWVD
VDIHJXDUGHUWKHVKHULIIPXVWJLYHUHDVRQVIRUWKHGHFLVLRQ´7KHH[WHQWRIFRPSOiance with 
this requirement is rather unclear. While it may be inferred that sheriffs are of the view that 
safeguarders will know what is required of them, it would be conducive to effective work by 
the safeguarder if sheriffs were encouraged to give a reason(s) for appointment of a 
safeguarder in accordance with the legislation.3 
 
3DQHOPHPEHUV¶REOLJDWLRQWRJLYHUHasons is found in s 30(4) of the 2011 Act. An issue for 
them is whether they are seeking to over-direct, or provide a remit for, the safeguarder, 
potentially LQIULQJLQJWKHODWWHU¶VLQGHSHQGHQFH8QOLNHLQWKHFRXUWVHWWLQJa different set of 
panel members will receive the report and apply it in decision-making so, as well as the 
VDIHJXDUGHUWKH\ZLOOQHHGDFOHDUVWDWHPHQWRIWKHDSSRLQWLQJSDQHO¶VUHDVRQV,QGHHG
these reasons (required by statute) and what it is that the safeguarder is asked to do in the 
case may be almost inseparable. At interview, safeguarders generally indicated that they 
DUHQRWKDPSHUHGE\WKHVRPHWLPHVSUHVFULSWLYHQDWXUHRISDQHOPHPEHUV¶UHDVRQVIRU
appointment. 2YHUDOOWKHQ³UHPLWV´ZHUHQRWIRXQGWRFRQVWUDLQWKHZRUNRILQdividual 
safeguarders and may, in some cases, be helpful (see also paired report analysis in 
Chapter 5).  
 
Finally, in relation to potentially inappropriate appointments by panel members, there 
should always be a reason specifically to appoint a safeguarder. If there is no such 
reason, then a safeguarder is probably not appropriate.  
 
                                         
3
 According to the Act of Sederunt (Child Care and Maintenance) Rules 1997/291, Rule 3.7(2), 
³[w]here a sheriff appoints a safeguarder, the appointment and the reasons for it must be recorded 
in an interlocutor´ 
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5 The work of the safeguarder 
5.1 Introduction 
This Chapter explores how the current system of safeguarding operates from all agency 
perspectives through an examination of the work, which safeguarders actually undertake, 
and views of stakeholders on aspects of this. It also looks at how the role impacts on 
decision-making, the way in which they conduct their investigations and the reports they 
produce. In addition, it compares the role with that of the social worker. The Chapter 
specifically discusses issues around contact and residence, timescales for safeguarder 
reports and the extent to which safeguarder recommendations tend to be followed. It 
concludes by considering the role in appeals. 
5.2 The activities undertaken by safeguarders 
Free text questionnaire responses from safeguarders indicated which activities they spend 
time doing. These were coded under the headings of child/family-related activity, 
information gathering, information processing, court/hearing attendance and report 
preparation (Appendix 2 Table 501). The most common activity reported was that related 
to child/family activities (n = 66, 67%) such as interviewing and explaining the process to 
the child (Appendix 2 Table 502). 
5.3 Safeguarder Investigations 
Information on the way in which safeguarders carry out their work was obtained from the 
documentary analysis of µSDLUHG¶VRFLDOZRUNHUDQGVDIHJXDUGHUUHSRUWVSHUWDLQLQJWR
the same child(ren) in the same case where a safeguarder was appointed (see Chapter 2 
for further information). While this offers a rare overview of the work of safeguarders in 
investigating and reporting it is a small sample and caution must be exercised in drawing 
conclusions. It is worth noting that the cases in the sample were complex and involved 
extremely vulnerable children. In 15 cases (88%), cKLOGUHQZHUHµORRNHGDIWHUDQG
DFFRPPRGDWHG¶; in 11 (65%), social workers recommended reduction or termination of 
contact. 
 
All 17 safeguarder reports were based on some form of interaction with the child. This 
meeting generally took place either at their residential placement or at school. The 
safeguarder met with the child on one occasion in 13 sampled reports (76%). There were 
two face-to-face meetings in 3 sampled reports (18%) and three such meetings in 1 report 
(6%). In 11 reports (65%), the safeguarder also obtained the views of the child. In all but 
RQHRIWKHUHPDLQLQJFDVHVVDIHJXDUGHUUHSRUWVH[SODLQHGZK\WKHFKLOG¶VYLHZVZHUH
not included, for example WKHFKLOG¶VLOOKHDOWKWKHFKLOG¶V\RXQJDJHXQGHUDQGWKH
FKLOG¶Vemotional condition. Sixteen reports (94%) also included the views of parents. Of 
these, 3 reports (18%), ZHUHIRXQGWRDIIRUGSURPLQHQFHWRWKHSDUHQW¶VYLHZVZLVKHVDQG
interests over those of the child.  
 
In 14 (82%) of the sampled reports, the safeguarder had consulted with other 
professionals LQYROYHGZLWKWKHFKLOGSUHGRPLQDQWO\WKHFKLOG¶VDOORFDWHGVRFLDOZRUNHU
reports, 65%) and WKRVHZRUNLQJLQWKHFKLOG¶VHGXFDWLRQUHSRUWVVXFKDVWKH
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nursery or school head. Professionals were more commonly interviewed by telephone (n = 
12, 71%). 
 
5.3.1 Comparison with social work input 
When comparing VDIHJXDUGHUV¶ZRrk with that of social workers some overlap was 
identified. The paired reports indicated that safeguarders and social workers tended to 
elicit the views of similar individuals, including the child, parents/carers, wider family 
members and professionals, though to different degrees. In four cases (24%), for example, 
safeguarders had consulted family members not included in the social work report, 
including siblings. While (as noted above) safeguarders consulted with professionals, 
VRFLDOZRUNUHSRUWVUHIOHFWHGWKHLUDJHQF\¶VRIWHQORQJ-standing involvement with the child 
and family and were underpinned by multi-agency reviews and assessments such as in 
UHODWLRQWRWKHFKLOG¶VPHQWDOKHDOWK&$0+6- Child and Adolescent Mental Health 
Service). %\FRQWUDVWWKHVDPSOHGVDIHJXDUGHUUHSRUWVZHUHDµVQDSVKRWLQWLPH¶EDVHG
entirely on WKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VFXUUHQWinteractions with the child, family and relevant 
professionals. 
 
In 6 cases (35%), WKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VUHSRUWZDVPRUHXS-to-date than the corresponding 
VRFLDOZRUNHU¶Vdemonstrating more recent interactions with the child, family, carers and 
relevant professionals, including for example new information unavailable to the 
corresponding social work assessment on recent changes in foster care, school 
attendance, parental substanFHPLVXVHRUWKHFKLOG¶VYLHZV 
 
At interview, stakeholders (including safeguarders) stressed the importance of direct 
interaction with the child during the investigation. Sheriffs also stressed the importance of 
meeting with the child, although 2 cited instances where they felt the child had not been 
engaged with by the safeguarder: 
,¶PRIWHQTuite disappointed if a few procedural Hearings into the 
SURFHHGLQJVWKHVDIHJXDUGHUVWLOOKDVQ¶WPHWWKHFKLOGDQGRIFRXUVH
not just the child but the parents as well (Sheriff 6). 
-XVWRFFDVLRQDOO\\RXJHWDVHQVHWKDWWKHVDIHJXDUGHUUHDOO\KDVQ¶W
actuDOO\VSHQWDORWRIWLPHZLWKWKHFKLOGZKLFKLVXQIRUWXQDWH«%XW
E\DQGODUJHPRVWO\WKH\DUHSUHWW\FOHDUWKDWWKDW¶VWKHQXPEHURQH
priority (Sheriff 5). 
$OOVWDNHKROGHUVZHUHXQDQLPRXVLQFRQILUPLQJWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIHOLFLWLQJWKHFKLOG¶VYLHZV
where possible, and many respondents praised the skills of safeguarders in doing that. 
Most of them are very, very good at getting views and information 
IURPFKLOGUHQDQGLW¶VDPD]LQJKRZTXLFNO\WKH\FDQJHWWKHFKLOGUHQ
onside, which is really a great credit to them (Panel member 10). 
5.4 Contact / residence 
The analysis of the SCRA sample and the paired reports (Chapter 2) as well as interview 
responses, indicated that a specific issue in relation to which safeguarders may be 
appointed is the quality and proposed frequency of contact and/or on residence. In the 
SCRA sample, 30 (60%) records requested information or a recommendation on contact 
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and 17 (34%) asked for this on residence. 6DIHJXDUGHUV¶UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVUHODWHGWR
contact in 13 (76%) and to residence in 16 (94%) of the 17 paired reports. 
 
At interview stakeholders discussed the role of safeguarders in relation to contact and 
residence. Four safeguarders indicated that they were appointed as a result of contact 
issues, although not necessarily to observe contact per se. However, there were mixed 
views across all stakeholder groups about the value of safeguarders observing ± or more 
explicitly assessing ± contact between parent and child. Social workers were sceptical that 
safeguarders had the time and expertise to observe contact, as were some reporters and 
solicitors; a one-off observation by an untrained eye would not necessarily inform the 
decision making process. 
The observations of contact that [social workers] would be doing 
would be built up over a period of time, so that we could get an 
assessment from it. [Safeguarders] coming along to one or two 
contacts is not going to give you an assessment around about the 
TXDOLW\RIFRQWDFWLW¶VQRWJRQQDJLYH\RXDQDVVessment around 
DERXWDWWDFKPHQWVWKHFKLOGUHQKDYHLW¶VUHDOO\QRWJRQQDJLYH\RX
DQ\RIWKRVHWKLQJV6R,¶PQRWVXUHDERXWZKDWWKHYDOXHRILWLV
(Social Worker 4). 
,QWHUPVRIREVHUYDWLRQRIFRQWDFWVRPHWLPHVWKDW¶VZKHQLWGRHVQ¶W
always really sit well with me because a lot of the time parents say 
contact is really good. The Safeguarder comes along, observes 
maybe one contact session for half an hour. Is that a fair and 
balanced view of contact if this client for example is having those 
kids removed on one contact session and say the child kicks off in 
this one particular contact session. Is it a fair and balanced view? 
(Solicitor 4). 
Nevertheless, certain stakeholders ± the decision makers themselves: panel members and 
sheriffs ± were of the view that safeguarders could perform a useful function in observing 
contact in certain circumstances. 
[For the safeguarder to be] an independent observer. I think great 
ZHLJKWZRXOGEHDWWDFKHGWRWKDW«LIWKHVDIHJXDUGHUZDVWRYLHZD
few contact sessions and was able to give some kind of decent 
GHWDLOHGREVHUYDWLRQ¶6KHULII 
Body language [when observing contact] tells you everything. At the 
end of the day, [safeguarders have] got life experience and quite a 
lot of them have kids or have like family and peopOHGRQ¶WUHDOLVH
WKH\¶UHUHDGLQJERG\ODQJXDJHEXWWKH\¶UHUHDGLQJLWDOOWKHWLPH¶
(Panel member 7). 
5.5 6DIHJXDUGHUV¶ZULWWHQUeports 
The paired report analysis also offers a particular insight into the form, quality and 
usefulness of safeguarder reports, as explained below. 
 
 
30 
5.5.1 Form and structure 
Eleven (65%) of the 17 sampled safeguarder reports were structured along the following 
lines:  
 
x introduction contextualising the issues; 
x presentation of the sources of information relied upon by the safeguarder, 
x (usually) a description of interviews undertaken with the child, family and relevant 
professionals; 
x GLVFXVVLRQDQGRUDQDO\VLVRIWKHLVVXHVDULVLQJIURPWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶V
investigations; and 
x FRQFOXVLRQVDQGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVWRWKHFKLOGUHQ¶V hearing. 
Eleven (65%) RIWKHUHSRUWVDOVRFRQWDLQHGDQRXWOLQHRIWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VUHPLW,QRI
these, the remit related to contact arrangements; in 4 it concerned residence 
arrangements. In only one instance was the safeguarder unable to fulfil the terms of the 
remit since they were unable to contact the relevant family members. The 10 reports which 
addressed a stated remit were deemed by the researcher to be more focused and 
targeted towards subsequent decision making.  
 
Reference was made by the safeguarder to theories such as child attachment in 4 (24%) 
reports, compared with 13 (77%) of the 17 social worker reports. Of these 4 safeguarder 
reports, two underpinned the theory by reference to relevant literature  
 
Poorer reports were characterised by the lack of a clear structure (n = 6, 35%) and/or a 
lack of analysis (n = 8, 47%), merely presenting a variety of views and issues from 
interviews or restating what those consulted had said with little scrutiny, challenge or 
evaluation. Seven safeguarder reports (41%) repeated or replicated information found in 
the social work reports without analysis, and were regarded as adding little. 
 
Comparing safeguarder reports with social worker reports, the main similarity was, as in 
relation to the investigation stage above, that the sources of information relied upon were 
very broadly similar. There was found to be a duplication of effort between the safeguarder 
and social worker in 11 of the 17 paired reports (65%). The most obvious difference was in 
the respective lengths. The sampled social work reports were comparatively much longer 
than the sampled safeguarder reports. The shortest social work report was 17 pages and 
the longest was 78 pages, whereas the shortest safeguarder report was 5 pages and the 
longest was 15 pages. The mean length of the sampled safeguarder reports was 7 pages, 
compared with 35 pages for the social work reports. The style of the sampled social work 
reports was more consistent than the safeguarder reports, not least since all sampled 
social work reports took the form of a standardised GIRFEC assessment involving multi-
agency input from social work, education and health. 
 
5.5.2 The added value of safeguarder reports 
Non-safeguarders and sheriffs were asked in the questionnaire about the usefulness of 
safeguarder reports. A total of 288 (276 non-safeguarders, 12 sheriffs) responded and the 
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most common response (non-safeguarders: n = 107, 39%; sheriffs: 7/12) was that they 
were extremely useful (Appendix 2 Tables 503 and 504).  
 
At interview, two reporters commented on the lack of analysis in safeguarder reports, and 
stakeholders regarded them as variable in quality: some were µEULOOLDQW¶5HSRUWHU and 
VRPHZHUHµVKRFNLQJ¶3DQHO0HPEHU. Good safeguarder reports were noteworthy. 
6KH¶GGRQHVRUWRIVLPLODUUROHV>EHIRUH@DQG,JRWWKHVHQVHWKDWVKH
really knew what she was talking about, she really knew what child 
welfare DQGFKLOGSURWHFWLRQZDVDERXW«LWZDVDOPRVW,IHOWWKDWVKH
was working alongside me investigating this complicated situation 
(Social worker 5). 
Some of them are absolutely top notch, absolutely fabulous. Lots of 
them are really fabulous I think. Thorough and perceptive and just 
NQRZDERXWFKLOGGHYHORSPHQWDQGNQRZDERXWKXPDQEHKDYLRXU«
the vast majority of them are actually good or very good and some 
are just lip service basically (Solicitor 3). 
Sheriffs felt the quality of safeguarder reports were variable, with one deriding the fact that 
they could be µUDPEOLQJ¶ (Sheriff 3). Some stakeholders acknowledged that safeguarder 
reports ± verbal or written - needed to be analytical and coherent. 
7KHUH¶VQRSRLQWLQKDYLQJWKHNHHQHVWHPRWLRQDOLQWHOOLJHQFHRn the 
SODQHWLI\RXFDQ¶WWHOOWKH>VKHULII@ZKDWLWDPRXQWVWR«\RXKDYHWR
understand how to communicate with children and if you can do that 
WKHQ,ZRXOGKDYHWKRXJKW\RX¶GILQGLWTXLWHHDV\WRFRPPXQLFDWH
with the court (Sheriff 1). 
Stakeholders indicated that DµJRRG¶UHSRUWgenerally was comprehensive, independent, 
analysed the YDULRXVVWDNHKROGHUV¶YLHZVDQGRIIHUHGVRPHUHDVVXUDQFHWRGHFLVLRQ
makers. In comparison to social worker reports, WKUHHDVSHFWVRIDµJRRG¶VDIHJXDUGHU
report stood out: FRQFLVHQHVVODFNRIKLVWRU\RUµEDJJDJH¶DQGDFFHVVLELOLW\
Safeguarders gave more weight to the views of the child and family and discussed 
options. 
,WKLQNWKHUH¶VRIWHQPRUHIRFXVRQWKHQRZDQGWKHIXWXUHLQWKH
VDIHJXDUGHU¶VUHSRUW«LQWKHVRFLDOZRUNUHSRUW>LW¶V@WKHVRUWRIµZH
FDQQHYHUWUXVWWKLVSHUVRQWREHDSURSHUSDUHQWEHFDXVH«VKH
>XVHGWREH@DGUXJDGGLFW¶$QGWKHVDIHJXDUGHUZLOOVD\µDFWXDOO\
VKH¶VGRQHDKHOORIDORWWRWXUQKHUOLIHDURXQGDQG,¶PQRW
convinced that she should be denied the chance to have the 
FKLOGUHQUHWXUQHGWRKHU¶6KHULII 
I think social workers are probably torn by their workload, by 
financial restrictions and by sort of policy coming down from above 
WKHP:KHUHDVDVDIHJXDUGHULVDQLQGLYLGXDOPDNLQJ« 
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIRUWKHULJKWUHDVRQV7KH\GRQ¶WKDYHWKDWNLQGRI
[baggage] (Panel member 8). 
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,ZRXOGQ¶WQHFHVVDULO\UHJDUGWKHVRFLDOZRUNLQIRUPDWLRQDV«
LQGHSHQGHQWDQGUHOLDEOH«HQWUHQFKHGSRVLWLRQVFDQHPHUJHDQG
then you need to be able to get through that somehow with an 
independent view (Sheriff 6). 
The question of whether safeguarder reports should be based on a template received a 
negative response from safeguarders, panel members and reporters. 
The reason for appointing varies so much that a template would, I 
think, restrict the nature of the report and the quality of the report 
(Reporter 3). 
5.5.3 Timescales  
Safeguarders are required by legislation4 to provide the reporter with a report within 35 
days of being appointed. From the analysis of the SCRA sample, it was possible to identify 
the time that had elapsed between the appointment and submission of the report. A written 
report was submitted in 48 (96%) cases, but not necessarily within 35 days. The shortest 
time to provide a report was 5 days; the longest was 359 days. The safeguarder provided 
a report within the statutory timescale in over half (25, 52%) of the sampled records. In the 
remaining cases, timescales ranged from 37 to 359 days. Most of these reports were 
provided between 50 and 70 days following appointment. However, it took the safeguarder 
between 100 and 359 days to provide a report in 6 records (13%). 
 
At interview, all reporters and the majority of social workers, panel members and solicitors 
acknowledged proceedings would be delayed by the appointment of a safeguarder. 
However, most felt that the 35 day timescale (where adhered to) was justifiable and could 
be accommodated through the issuing of an interim order in cases requiring immediate 
protection of a child pending a formal decision by the panel/sheriff. Sheriffs equally felt that 
the delay was not to the detriment of the child and indeed that the administrative 
procedures of going through Children 1st or of parents applying for legal aid caused more 
of a delay than any actions by the safeguarder. 
7KH\¶UHWKHUHHDUO\RQDQGWKH\GRQ¶WKROGWKLQJVXS,¶YHQHYHUKDG
DQH[SHULHQFHZKHUHWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VFRPHDORQJDQGVDLGµ,QHHG
PRUHWLPHEHFDXVH,¶YHQRWJRWURXQGWRGRLQJZKDWHYHU¶,WKLQNWKH\
do a good job (Sheriff 7). 
Safeguarders suggested that 35 days was not always enough. 
µ<RXKDYHGD\VWRSUHSDUHDUHSRUWZKLFKLVTXLWHGLIILFXOW
because, by the time you get your papers from the Reporter, you 
then make contact with the family and I do that by phoning social 
work and phoning parents then. (Safeguarder 6). 
 
 
                                         
4
 &KLOGUHQ¶V+HDULQJ6FRWODQG$FW5XOHVRI3URFHGXUHLQ&KLOGUHQ¶V+HDULQJV5XOHV
2013/194, Rule 56(4). 
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5.5.4 Attendance 
In the questionnaire, non-safeguarders and sheriffs were asked whether it is better for 
safeguarders to attend proceedings to present their reports. Four hundred (388 non-
safeguarders, 12 sheriffs) responded and the majority (safeguarders n = 264, 74%; 
sheriffs: 12/12) said that it was (Appendix 2 Table 505). 
 
5.5.5 Report dissemination 
 
Safeguarders reports are submitted, in the first instance, to the reporter who provides them 
to the child/relevant persons as parties to the proceedings. Sheriffs do not require reports 
but would automatically receive these if requested. Panel members receive reports as part 
RIWKHLUSDSHUVIRUDFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJ:KLOHOHJDOrepresentatives have no right to sight of 
these reports, it is likely that their client will make them available. Social workers, then, are 
the stakeholder group covered by this research, which is least likely to have seen the 
VDIHJXDUGHU¶VUHSRUWSULRUWR the hearing. The Practice Standards for Safeguarders (2015: 
10) currently indicate that it would be best practice for safeguarders to share their 
recommendations ZLWK³UHOHYDQWSHUVRQVDQGUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVIURPVHUYLFHVDQGDJHQFLHV
in advance of hearings, to allow appropriate preparation and minimise potential distress 
DQGGHOD\LQSDUWLFXODUIRUWKHFKLOG´DQGWKLVLVUHLWHUDWHGLQWKHPractice Notes for 
Safeguarders on Reports (2017: 18-19). Currently it is not legally possible to share the 
actual report. This issue was addressed at interview. A small minority of professionals felt 
that the safeguarder report was for the eyes of panel members and other parties to the 
proceedings only. In general, panel members, reporters and social workers indicated that 
they thought that sharing the full report would be appropriate. Social workers themselves 
voiced the most concerns about not officially KDYLQJVLJKWRIWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶Vreport prior 
to a Hearing: 
<RXDUHJRLQJLQEOLQG«\RX¶GEHFDXJKWRIIJXDUG\RXZRXOGQ¶WEH
DEOHWRSUHSDUH\RXUVHOILWZRXOGQ¶WEHIDLU6RFLDOZRUNHU 
,ZRXOGQ¶WNQRZQHFHVVDULO\ZKDWWKH\KDGUHFRPPHQGHG«DQG
ZKDWWKH\EDVHGLWRQ«WKDWLVDVLJQLILFDQWLVVXHEHFDXVHJRLQJWR
any legal or quasi-OHJDOIRUXP«KRZGR,JRDORQJDQGUespond to a 
VDIHJXDUGHU¶VUHSRUWZLWKRXWKDYLQJVHHQLW"6RFLDOZRUNHU 
5.6 Safeguarder recommendations 
The research also looked at safeguarder recommendations and particularly whether or not 
they tended to be accepted by decision makers and whether they aligned with the 
recommendation in the social work report.  
 
5.6.1 Frequency 
In the SCRA sample a recommendation was provided in all 48 cases where a report was 
produced (96%). All 17 of the safeguarder reports in the paired report analysis contained a 
recommendation. At interview, however, only 4 sheriffs mentioned specifically that 
safeguarders provided a recommendation, with 3 suggesting they did not. 
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5.6.2 Nature 
In the SCRA sample the recommendations were directed towards disposal: for example, 
whether a CSO was necessary in respect of the child and/or the possible measures that 
might be attached to any such order. Recommendations were coded and analysed by 
reference to the coded reasons (Appendix 2 Figure 1) for which safeguarders had been 
appointed%\WKLVPHWKRGWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VUHFRPPHQGDWLRn was found to fully address 
those reasons in 30 records (63%) and partially in 9 records (19%). 
 
In the paired report analysis, additional services or supports, beyond those already tried, 
were recommended by safeguarders in 5 reports (29%), for example a clinical 
psychologist assessment.  
 
5.6.3 Whether followed 
From the SCRA sample, it was additionally possible to ascertain whether the decision of 
the hearing followed the recommendation of the safeguarder. It did so in 38 records (76%) 
(Appendix 2 Figure 3). The SCRA sample suggested that FKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVXVXDOO\
followed the recommendations of safeguarders. However interview data indicated that this 
may depend on the quality of the report. 
:KHUHLW¶VDQH[FHOOHQWUHSRUWLWFRQYLQFHV\RX«\RXZRXOGWDNH
WKDWUHFRPPHQGDWLRQ«%XWWKHQ\Ru might have another period 
ZKHUHHLWKHUWKHUHSRUWLVQ¶WWKHUHRUWKHVDIHJXDUGHULVQ¶WWKHUHRU
LW¶VMXVWZLVK\ZDVK\3DQHO0HPEHU 
 
Overall, at interview, safeguarders and other stakeholders generally agreed that the 
PDMRULW\RIVDIHJXDUGHUV¶UHFRPmendations were accepted by both panels and sheriffs, 
DQGDVGLVFXVVHGEHORZWKDWWKHVHWHQGHGWREHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHVRFLDOZRUNHU¶V
recommendation (or in the case of court work, with the rHSRUWHU¶VVWDWHPHQWRIIDFWV2QH
solicitor remarked that the recommendations of safeguarders and social workers tended to 
be consistent and that this was the µSUHIHUUHGRSWLRQ¶(Solicitor 1) for any hearing. One 
reporter expanded on the weight given to safeguarder recommendations¶. 
I think sometimes too much weight is attached to a safeguarder 
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ«LWWHQGVWREHWKHIRFXVEHFDXVHZH¶YHDVNHGIRU
DQLQGHSHQGHQWYLHZ«%XW«LWLVMXVWDQRWKHUYLHZDOEHLWLW¶V
LQGHSHQGHQW%XW,WKLQNWKHUH¶VDJHQHUDOIHHOLQJWKDWIDUWRRRIWHQ
the recommendation of the safeguarder is taken. Now that might 
totally align itself with what the local authority was saying in the first 
SODFHDQ\ZD\VRLW¶VQRWUHDOO\WKDWFRQWURYHUVLDODORWRIWKHWLPH
%XW«,YHU\UDUHO\VHHDKHDULQJJRDJDLQVWDVDIHJXDUGHU
recommendation (Reporter 4). 
Panel members tended to concur with this view, although one panel member (Panel 
0HPEHUGLGVWUHVVWKDWWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VYLHZZDVMXVWµpart of the jigsaw¶ 
 
Questionnaire responses from non-safeguarders showed increased confidence in a 
decision following safeguarder involvement. One hundred and fifty nine (58%) of the 276 
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respondents felt this. Sheriffs were asked if the involvement of a safeguarder made the 
decision in the case more robust and, again, the overwhelming majority (10/12) said that it 
did (Appendix 2 Table 506). 
 
5.6.4 Consistency with social work (and others) 
In 26 (52%) of the 50 sampled records, it was possible to determine whether there was 
agreement between safeguarder and social work recommendations. Of those, the 
safeguarder agreed with social work in 19 records (73%). In the paired report analysis, 
agreement was also found in 12 of the 17 cases (71%); partial agreement was identified in 
3 reports (18%); and disagreement was identified in the remaining 2 reports (11%). All 
disagreement (partial and complete) related to an aspect of contact or residence. In one 
case, the social worker had recommended that contact take place in the community rather 
than on social work premises (in accordanFHZLWKWKHFKLOG¶VH[SUHVVZLVK7KH
VDIHJXDUGHU¶VYLHZbased on potential risks and security issues, was that the contact 
should continue to be supervised within social work offices. In another case, the 
safeguarder opposed a social work recommendation for a reduction in, and ultimate 
termination of, contact with the parents and in a third, the safeguarder recommended re-
HVWDEOLVKPHQWRIFRQWDFWDJDLQVWDVRFLDOZRUNYLHZWKDWLPSURYHPHQWVLQWKHPRWKHU¶V
lifestyle had not been sustained for long enough to warrant this. 
 
At interview, safeguarders noted a strong correlation between their own recommendations 
and those of social work (with only the detail being contested, as in the case of frequency 
of contact, for example). 
However, some social workers expressed misgivings including about the consequences 
for the social worker who has to act on the eventual care plan. 
$QHIIHFWLYHVDIHJXDUGHU«GRHVQRWKHOLFRSWHULQWKURZDQ
incendiary device and then run away (Social worker 3). 
,I\RX¶UHSDVVLRQDWHDERXW what you do [as a social worker] and you 
make a recommendation and an assessment round about 
something and you think, this is absolutely the best that I can do for 
WKLVFKLOGDQGVRPHERG\FRPHVDORQJDQG«MXVWNLQGRINLFNVWKDW
into touch and you get soPHWKLQJFRPSOHWHO\GLIIHUHQW«>VRFLDO
ZRUNHUV@ZLOOWHOO\RX«WKH\IHHOVRIUXVWUDWHGDQGDQ[LRXVWKDWWKH\
GLGQ¶WJHWWKHEHVWWKLQJIRUWKDWFKLOG6RFLDOZRUNHU 
5.6.5 5HODWLRQVKLSZLWKDFWLRQWDNHQE\FKLOGUHQ¶VKearings 
From the SCRA sample it was possible to identify the substantive decision taken by the 
FKLOGUHQ¶s hearing. Compulsory measures of supervision were overwhelmingly imposed. A 
CSO was either made or continued in 47 records (94%) and was terminated in 3 (6%). The 
majority (94%) of the sampled records related to children already subject to some form of 
compulsory measures. Such orders were more commonly continued (n = 40, 80%) rather 
than made (n = 7, 14%). Nine (23%) of the continuations were without variation and 31 
(77%) were with variation. 
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It was also possible to compare the measures attached to CSOs before and after 
safeguarder appointment. There was a change in measures in 38 records (76%) with 
changes related to contact in 28 records (74%) and residence in 9 records (24%).  
By anaO\VLQJWKHUHDVRQVJLYHQIRUWKHVXEVWDQWLYHGHFLVLRQRIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJLW
was ascertained whether the final decision related to the reasons for which a safeguarder 
had been appointed in the first place. The substantive decision was found to relate to 
those reasons in 44 records (88%). 
5.6.6 Appeals 
,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHLUZRUNLQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVDQGDWcourt proofs, safeguarders  
can also have a role at appeal, and are empowered to bring appeal proceedings  
(2011 Act, s 154(2)(c)). In the questionnaire, most respondents indicated that they  
did not know whether the involvement of a safeguarder affected the number of appeals 
(see Appendix 2, Tables 507 and 508). 
In 9 (18%) of the 50 cases in the SCRA sample, the substantive decision RIWKHFKLOGUHQ¶V
hearing was appealed, primarily by a parent or relevant person. Only in one record was 
the decision appealed by the child and no appeals were lodged by safeguarders. It was 
found that the reason for the appeal related to the safeguarder in 4 cases, for example 
that: WKHKHDULQJIDLOHGWRJLYHGXHZHLJKWWRWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VUHSRUWWKRXJKWKLVDSSHDO
was dismissed.) 
At interview, stakeholders were asked about their experience of appeals involving 
safeguarders. The general consensus was that safeguarders have little or no influence on 
any increasing propensity to appeal, and indeed none of the 9 sheriffs had had experience 
of a safeguarder bringing an appeal, although 3 sheriffs had had experience of appeals 
involving safeguarders, 2 of whom highly commended the safeguarders in that process: 
$VDIHJXDUGHUKDGEHHQDSSRLQWHGE\WKH&KLOGUHQ¶V+HDULQJ
provided a report to the hearing and a supplementary report in the 
appeal, which I thought was a fantastic report because this is a very 
complex family situation. The safeguarder, although not qualified in 
psychology, had really worked very hard to put himself in the 
VLWXDWLRQRIWKHFKLOG«LWZDVUHDOO\KHOSIXODVDZD\RIIRFXVLQJRQ
WKHFRUHLVVXHZKLFKLV«>LV@WKLVGHFLVLRQRQWKHDSSHDODJood 
decision in the interests of the child? (Sheriff 5). 
Three safeguarders at interview had instigated an appeal, two on more than one occasion. 
For example, in one of these cases, the safeguarder successfully appealed a decision not 
to return children to WKHLUPRWKHU¶VFDUH6RFLDOZRUNHUVDOVRFLWHGH[SHULHQFHRIDSSHDOV
instigated by or involving safeguarders.  
AFFRUGLQJWRSDUWLFLSDQWVLQWKHVDIHJXDUGHUIRFXVJURXSWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VUROHLQDSSHDOV
PD\RIIHUFRQWLQXLW\EHWZHHQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJ and court, being possibly the only 
individual who follows the process from one to the other and can inform the sheriff of the 
SURFHVVDWWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJWKDWOHGWRWKHDSSHDO 
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5.7 Discussion and conclusions 
7KHUHVHDUFKVXJJHVWVWKDWVDIHJXDUGHUV¶ meetings with the child are a key part of their 
work and much valued by decision-makers. Both the paired report analysis and the 
interviews point to the benefits, in terms of reporting, of this direct interaction. The paired 
report analysis indicated that safeguarders generally managed one face-to±face meeting. 
While the 35-GD\WLPHVFDOHDQGWKHµVQDSVKRW¶QDWXUHRIWKHUROHWHQGWRPLOLWDWHDJDLQVW
much direct contact with the child, where appropriate, safeguarders should be encouraged 
to do all they can to meet with the child in person. Meeting more than once, where 
appropriate, would also increase the likelihood of effective communication with him/her 
and, therefore, more effective presentation of his/her interests and views. 
 
Issues relating to residence and / or contact are clearly contentious and the independence 
RIWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VSHUVSHFWLYHRQWKHVHPD\EHYDOXDEOHespecially where other 
attitudes are entrenched. It is equally clear, however, that there are limits to what the 
safeguarder can offer given the constraints of time and professional qualification. 
6DIHJXDUGHUVRIIHUDµVQDSVKRW¶RIWKHFKLOG¶VFLUFXPVWDQFHVFRQWDFWDQGUHVLGHQFHLVVXHV
are long term and often complex, possibly requiring, for example, psychological 
assessment of the child. To assist decision makers in recognising these limitations on 
what safeguarders can be asked to do, considerations specifically around contact and 
residence could be included in any further written information on reasons for appointment 
produced in accordance with the discussion in Chapter 3. 
 
The research suggests that the quality of safeguarder reports is variable, an issue which 
Children 1st is addressing through report sampling. Good quality safeguarder reports were 
identified, in the paired report analysis, as being well-written, clearly structured and 
offering analysis and discussion of the information collated during the investigation 
VXSSRUWLQJDUHFRPPHQGDWLRQLQWKHFKLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWV. Comparison with the work of 
social workers did suggest some overlap; however, VDIHJXDUGHUV¶UHSRUWVDUHDSSUHFLDWHG
by interviewee stakeholders for their FRQFLVHQHVVODFNRIKLVWRU\RUµEDJJDJH¶DQG
accessibility by comparison with the social work counterparts. Where there is considerable 
overlap, in investigation and recommendation, between the two professionals, 
safeguarders can still add value in that their work is carried out independently and, even 
where they agree with the social work recommendation, can therefore be seen as a 
verification of it. Safeguarder reports complement social work reports where they provide 
new, more up-to-date or different information, such as the view of a sibling or the 
identification of an untried resource. While a report template was regarded as unhelpful, 
the Scottish Government has just published a comprehensive set of Practice Notes for 
Safeguarders on Reports (2017) which may enhance effectiveness in report writing. 
 
The research indicates that safeguarder recommendations are followed in the majority of 
cases, suggesting that they are valued by decision makers. Furthermore, the majority of 
stakeholders indicated that they found safeguarder reports useful and they had more 
confidence in the decision following safeguarder involvement. 
 
Where a safeguarder is appointed, time (usually 35 days) will have to be added into the 
process for him/her to report thereby inevitably causing some delay in reaching a 
substantive decision, something which, again, decision-makers should factor in to the 
38 
decision to appoint. The research does not clearly indicate that delays beyond the 
statutory period can be attributed to safeguarders. 
 
The research indicated that a number of stakeholders (across all groups) saw value in 
social workers automatically receivLQJDFRS\RIWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VUHSRUWLQDGYDQFHRIWKH
proceedings so that discussion within the hearing could be more focused and effective. 
The Practice Standards for Safeguarders (2015: 10) do indicate that it would be best 
practice for safeguarders to share their recommendations ZLWK³UHOHYDQWSHUVRQVDQG
representatives from services and agencies in advance of hearings, to allow appropriate 
SUHSDUDWLRQDQGPLQLPLVHSRWHQWLDOGLVWUHVVDQGGHOD\LQSDUWLFXODUIRUWKHFKLOG´DQGWKLVLV
reiterated in the (new) Practice Notes for Safeguarders on Reports (2017: 18-19). 
Currently, however, it is not legally possible to share the actual report with social workers 
and consideration should be given to whether it would be beneficial to the process for 
them to see recommendations in the context of the whole report in advance. 
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6 Centralisation, administration and training 
6.1 Introduction 
The 2011 Act, s 32 required the Scottish ministers to set up a national Safeguarders 
Panel. This was done in 2013 and the contract for administration of this Panel was 
awarded to Children 1st. In October 2016, the Scottish Government published, as part of 
the ongoing modernisation programme, its Performance, Support and Monitoring 
Framework for safeguarders. It should be borne in mind that safeguarder respondents 
were, thus, at the time of the research, subject to changing structures in these respects. In 
this Chapter, we explore stakeholder views on administration of the current system for 
safeguarders. We identify skills and qualifications required for fulfilment of the role of 
VDIHJXDUGHUDQGORRNDWVDIHJXDUGHUV¶PDQDJHPHQWVXSSRUWDQGWUDLQLQJQHHGV 
6.2 The move to a national safeguarder panel 
 
The questionnaire asked whether the shift to the national panel had made a difference to 
the way in which safeguarders work. For the 81 safeguarders and 272 non-safeguarders 
who responded, the scores ranged from zero to 10. The responses showed a clear 
difference between safeguarders and non-safeguarders. For the 81 responding 
safeguarders, the most common score was 10 (n = 19, 24%), indicating a lot of difference 
has been made. For the 272 non-safeguarders it was 5 (n = 106, 39%), indicating a 
moderate difference has been made (Appendix 2 Table 602).  
 
Free text questionnaire responses on what changes, if any, had been seen were coded 
using the headings in Appendix 2 Table 601. Twelve respondents (1 safeguarder, 11 non-
safeguarders) said that they had seen more safeguarders (free text comments indicated 
that this increased pool came with greater abilities) while 53 (34 safeguarders, 18 non-
safeguarders) noticed an improvement in quality (more accountability and a drive towards 
a national standard). While the majority of comments made could be seen to be positive, 
49 responders (20 safeguarders, 29 non-safeguarders) made negative comments 
including too much oversight/scrutiny and no improvement in safeguarder quality 
(Appendix 2 Table 601). 
 
Questionnaire respondents were also asked specifically if they had noticed any changes in 
practice DURXQGKRZVDIHJXDUGHUVJDWKHUHGFKLOGUHQ¶VYLHZV. The largest number of 
respondents (n = 256: 38 safeguarders, 218 non-safeguarders) answered that they did not 
know (Appendix 2, Table 603). 
 
Free text questionnaire responses on what changes have been seen were coded using 
the headings in Appendix 2 Table 604. The phrases that fell into these categories were all 
positive in nature. Six respondents (3 safeguarders and 3 non-safeguarders) said they had 
noticed changes in the interactions with children and families while 6 (4 safeguarders, 2 
non safeguarders) said they had noticed increased training and provision of guidelines 
(Appendix 2 Table 604). 
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At interview, stakeholders were also asked about the shift to the national panel and the 
administration of the role by Children 1st. Generally speaking, this shift was seen as 
positive by safeguarders, in terms of consistency, a fairer allocation of safeguarders and 
national training, although several safeguarders suggested that consistency of practice 
PLJKWXQGHUPLQHDVDIHJXDUGHU¶VLQGHSHQGHQFHDQGWKDWFHQWUDOLVDWLRQPLJKWUHVXOWLQDQ
LQFUHDVLQJSHUFHSWLRQRIµUHPRWHQHVV¶of µPDQDJHPHQW¶E\&KLOGUHQst. 
The advantages [are] better training and a fairer system of allocation 
of work. The disadvantDJHV«,NQRZWKHDLPLVWRJHWFRQVLVWHQF\RI
practice because some safeguarders maybe have not been doing a 
great job. [But] I am concerned about the loss of my independent 
role in terms of being able to make professional judgements the way 
I would be befRUH«LW¶VQRORQJHUZULWLQJDUHSRUW«IRUWKHSDQHOLW¶V
also about writing a report to please Children 1st (Safeguarder 11). 
,ZRXOGKDYHVWXFNZLWKWKHORFDODXWKRULW\DQGWKHUH¶VDQXPEHURI
practical reasons for that, apart from the ability to get to know people 
in the system and have contacts for advice and second opinion 
DQG«NQRZLQJ\RXUORFDODUHD6DIHJXDUGHU 
One safeguarder, quoted below, expressed the view succinctly that the national panel was 
more virtual than actual, with no representatioQRUµHVSULWGHFRUSV¶QRWOHDVWEHFDXVHDOO
VDIHJXDUGHUV¶FRQWDFWGHWDLOVDUHKHOGFHQWUDOO\DQGDUHQRWDYDLODEOHWRRWKHU
safeguarders: 
The national safeguarders panel has no independent symbolic 
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQLQWKHFRXQWU\«WKHUH¶VQRERG\«LW¶VOLNe a list of 
people who are members of the national panel but the national 
SDQHOKDVQRVSRNHVSHUVRQ«7KHUHLVD>VDIHJXDUGHUV¶@DVVRFLDWLRQ
EXWWKH6FRWWLVK*RYHUQPHQW¶VVWRSSHGWKHLUIXQGLQJ6DIHJXDUGHU
7). 
Most other stakeholders were aware of the shift but not all views were positive. Whilst 
hoping that standards would improve, one reporter mentioned the process of obtaining a 
safeguarder DVEHFRPLQJµFXPEHUVRPH¶RUµRIILFLRXV¶RQHVKHULIIVXJJHVWHGLWZDVPRUH
work for his clerks, and others that it had not brought added consistency or quality of 
safeguarders, and had not improved the number of safeguarders available for 
appointment.  
6.3 Practice standards 
In the Performance Support and Monitoring Framework for Safeguarders (2016), Children 
1st LQWURGXFHGPLQLVWHUV¶seven practice standards which are provided as a basis for 
monitoring performance. These are putting the child at the centre, clear and timely reports, 
up-to-date skills and knowledge, development of relationships, maintaining confidentiality, 
acting with independence and honesty, integrity and fairness. 
 
In the questionnaire, safeguarders were asked to what extent these practice standards 
provided a good framework for the safeguarder role . Eighty-six (87%) safeguarders 
responded and the scores received ranged from 2 (does not provide a good framework) to 
10 (does provide a good framework) out of 10. Twenty-seven (64%) gave a score of 8 or 
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above, indicating the practice standards do provide a good framework for the safeguarder 
role (Appendix 2 Tables 605 - 607).  
 
Eighty-two (83%) of the safeguarder questionnaire respondents ranked the seven practice 
standards in order of importance (Appendix 2 Figure 4 and Table 608). µPutting the child at 
the centre¶ was ranked 1 (= most important) by 52 (53%) safeguarders and, though 22 
(27%) ranked it 7 (= least important) it is clearly significant. µKeeping up to date with 
skills/knowledge¶ was one of the least important practice standards. Only 6 safeguarders 
ranked it 1 (= most important) whilst 24 ranked it 7 (= least important). 
 
Non-safeguarders and sheriffs were asked if they were aware of the 7 key practice 
standards. One hundred and nine (40%) of the 276 non-safeguarder and 7/12 of the 
sheriff respondents indicated they were aware of them (Appendix 2 Table 609). Of the 167 
(61%) non-safeguarders who were not aware, 78 (47%) were panel members and 60 
(36%) were social workers. Those who said they were aware of the practice standards 
were asked to indicate in how many cases in which they were involved the safeguarder 
adhered to each of the practice standards and the results are shown in Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1: Adherence to practice standards as estimated by non-safeguarders and sheriffs 
 
At interview, most stakeholders were unaware of the introduction of the 7 key practice 
standards. Safeguarders themselves found them, on the whole, to be a positive 
development, but somewhat unnecessary given their existing professional codes of ethics. 
As one safeguardeUH[SODLQHG,UHJDUGWKHPDVUHIOHFWLQJWKHZRUNWKDW,GRDQ\ZD\¶
(Safeguarder 10). 
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6.4 Administration and Oversight RI6DIHJXDUGHUV¶:RUN 
At interview, the majority of non-safeguarder respondents had little awareness of the detail 
of Children 1st¶VLQYRlvement with the administration and training of safeguarders. Those 
who had a view suggested that it was advantageous to have a neutral or independent 
organisation performing this function. Reporters mentioned that having a central 
organisation to which complaints or queries could be addressed was useful and that such 
a central body could ± or should ± offer greater consistency and quality assurance. 
 
One of Children 1st¶VLQQRYDWLRQV ZDVWKHLQWURGXFWLRQRIWKH³WD[LUDQN´V\VWHPE\ZKLFK
new appointments are allocated to the next available safeguarder to avoid any possibility 
that the same safeguarders are always appointed and others receive less work. Interview 
respondents predominantly approved of this system with the proviso that panel members 
or sheriffs could request a particular gender or skill set when appointing, if deemed 
necessary. 
 
Some safeguarders did speak more of negative aspects of Children 1st¶VRYHUVLJKWRIWKH
safeguarder panel, despite offering no alternative model. These safeguarders suggested 
that the organisation was too bureaucratic and took on more of a monitoring than a 
mentoring role: 
7KHVHSHRSOHWKDWDUHVXSHUYLVRUVDUHQ¶WHYHQVDIHJXDUGHUV«ZHOO
RQHLV«6RWKH\¶UHMXGJLQJXVRQ«SUDFWLFHVWDQGDUGV:KHUHDVWKH
>FKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJV@DUHORRNLQJDW\RXIRUZKDW¶VEHVWIRUWKHFKLOG«
,KDYHQRLVVXHEHLQJSROLFHG«%XW,NQRZWKHUH¶VDORWRIWHQVLRQ
that people feel criticised (Safeguarder 6). 
 
6.5 The underlying skills of safeguarders 
Safeguarders frequently have (or have had) a professional background as, for example, 
social workers, solicitors, teachers or reporters and, at interview, indicated that the 
safeguarder role builds on the skills acquired in those positions: 
>6DIHJXDUGLQJ¶V@DWRWDOO\GLIIHUHQWKDW«,WZDVVRPHWKLQJWKDt I had 
an interest in. I was always ± as a family lawyer ± I was always 
involved in doing court reports and curator reports and safeguarding 
ZDVMXVWDQDWXUDOGHYHORSPHQWIURPWKDW,WZDVDQLQWHUHVWWKDW,¶YH
always had, particularly in representing and ensuring the best 
interests of children (Safeguarder 10). 
,W¶VWKHDUHDRIZRUNLQZKLFK,¶YHEHHQZRUNLQJ,GRFKLOGUHQDQG
IDPLO\ZRUN«DQGLWVHHPHGDQDWXUDOH[WHQVLRQWRZKDW,ZDVGRLQJ
(Safeguarder 2). 
Questionnaire respondents commented on whether underlying professional 
skills/qualifications helped safeguarders in their role. Eighty-two (83%) of the 99 
safeguarders, 276 (77%) of the non safeguarders and 12/16 of the sheriffs responded. 
More than 90% (n = 77) of safeguarders gave a score of 8 or more out of 10, indicating 
they were very helpful (Appendix 2 Table 610). One hundred and thirty-six (49%) non-
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safeguarders and 11/12 sheriffs also gave a score of 8 or more out of 10 (Appendix 2 
Table 610). 
 
Free text questionnaire responses were used in the questionnaire to collect more 
information about the skills, qualifications and qualities that are important to the role 
(Appendix 2 Table 611). Interpersonal skills (for example the ability to engage with children 
and families) were mentioned by 66 (67%) safeguarders 159 (44%) non-safeguarders and 
7/16 sheriffs. Professional skills (for example knowledge of legal systems or understanding 
of child development) were mentioned by 56 (57%) safeguarders 161 (45%) non-
safeguarders and 8/16 sheriffs (Appendix 2 Table 612). 
6.6 Payment of safeguarders 
At interview, the question of payments to safeguarders generated a mixed response, 
although the vast majority of stakeholders felt that safeguarders should be paid for their 
time and expertise. Some stakeholders did not realise that safeguarders got paid at all 
(when panel members did not), and one respondent felt that they got paid too much. 
However, others felt that they should be getting more money for their input than was 
currently the case. Some safeguarders also complained about the fact that training 
sessions and travel time to visit children/families were not included in their payments. 
Sheriffs tended to think that payment would increase the quality of safeguarders 
appointed. 
6.7 Training of safeguarders 
Of the 81 (82%) safeguarders who responded to the question of training in the 
questionnaire, 64 (79%) felt that they had been provided with appropriate training and 
support to fulfil the safeguarder role. Eleven safeguarders provided free text responses as 
to the additional training/support which they would find useful. Ten safeguarders 
mentioned specialist training in areas such as court work, substance misuse and 
interviewing techniques as important, whilst 6 mentioned extra support such as 
mentoring/buddying, the provision of a support hotline and counselling. Four said extra 
professional development including problem solving skills and restorative approaches 
(Appendix 2 Table 614). 
 
The majority (n = 192, 70%) of the 273 non-safeguarders who responded about training of 
safeguarders indicated that they did not know if safeguarders had been provided with 
appropriate training and support to fulfil their role though 6 (54%) of the 11 responding 
sheriffs thought that they had (Appendix 2 Table 613). 
 
Free text responses provided more information on the additional skills/training that non-
safeguarders felt would benefit safeguarders: 
 
x legal issues and processes were mentioned by 19 which encompassed, inter alia 
training on court work ± how to be a party to proceedings; 
x child development and protection skills were stated by 14 which included training on 
attachment and on neglect; and 
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x communication skills, assessment skills and reporting skills were mentioned by 7 
(including training on how to engage and effectively communicate with children and 
parents/carers and training on how to write a comprehensive report). 
Fuller details are given in Appendix 2 Table 615. In terms of delivery, when asked, in an 
earlier question, about how to improve understanding of the safeguarder role, some 
respondents proposed inter-agency or joint training. 
 
At interview, the vast majority of non-safeguarders knew nothing of the training provision 
for safeguarders. For safeguarders themselves, the existing training provision received a 
mixed reception. Some respondents mentioned 2 or 3 mandatory training sessions per 
year, attendance at which safeguarders felt should not have to be covered out of their own 
pocket. The main concern ± voiced by safeguarders both newly recruited to the job and 
those with a well-established track record± was that the training was too basic and 
attempted to provide a one size fits all training programme to people from a multitude of 
backgrounds and varying lengths of service. 
,GRQ¶WJHWWKHVHQVHWKDWWKH\WU\DQG>WDLORULW@IRUHYHU\RQH,ILQGLW
DOOTXLWHXQLQVSLULQJDQGDOPRVWDVLILW¶VDER[WLFNLQJH[HUFLVH
(Safeguarder 3). 
Training must meet the needs of the practitioners, not Children 1st 
(Safeguarder 7). 
However, half of the safeguarder respondents said that some of the training was very 
JRRGZLWKPDQ\FLWLQJDVµH[FHOOHQW¶DQDGGLFWLRQWUDLQLQJVHVVLRQ7KDWVHVVLRQDSDUW
most safeguarders felt that the training did not contribute to improved working practices. 
<RX¶YHJRWWRUHODWH>WKHWUDLQLQJ@WRZKDWRXUUROHLVDVD
VDIHJXDUGHU«&KLOGUHQst«GRQ¶WXQGHUVWDQGWKDWUROH«DQGWKDW¶V
ZK\ZH¶UHDOOVD\LQJ«µ\RX¶YHUHDOO\JRWWRJHWWKLVWUDLQLQJWRD
GHFHQWVWDQGDUG¶%XWWKH\GRQ¶WOLVWHQDQGWKH\GRQ¶WLQYROYHXVDQG
WKH\MXVWDVVXPHWKDWWKH\NQRZZKDWZHQHHGEXWWKH\GRQ¶WUHODWH
it to the role (Safeguarder 1). 
There must be a better way to manage a group of adults who all 
have training and experience and qualifications in working with 
IDPLOLHV«ZLWKRXWVWDQGLQJRQWKHLUWRHVWKDWZRXOGSURYLGHJRRG
support and training that safeguarders agree with (Safeguarder 3). 
Several safeguarders suggested that peer support was important to them in that it is more 
focused on the expertise and experience already available in the field: 
The good thing about going to training days is that you meet up with 
RWKHUVDIHJXDUGHUVDQG\RX¶UHDEOHWRVSHQGWLPHZLWKSHRSOHDQG
catch up with them, talk about cases that are worrying you, talk 
about things thDW\RX¶UHXQVXUHDERXW6DIHJXDUGHU 
[Safeguarders] are amongst some of the most seasoned and skilled 
DQGH[SHULHQFHGSURIHVVLRQDOSHRSOHLQ6FRWODQG«WKHJRRGSDUW
about [training sessions] is meeting other safeguarders 
(Safeguarder 7). 
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When safeguarders were asked what additional training they would like, or felt they 
needed, the most common gap in their training seemed to be on court processes ± how 
the courts and the legislation works and the different nuances of the role for safeguarders 
appointed by sheriffs versus panel members. As one safeguarder focus group member 
described it, safeguarders without such training were FXUUHQWO\µjust being thrown to the 
wolves¶ZLWKLQ the court system. More generally, however, safeguarders wanted to have 
training which was attuned to their needs and proactively developed their role, rather than 
to have exercises which were deemed to be auditing or monitoring their existing work. 
Other gaps in training included in appeals, hearings procedures, contact and attachment, 
FKLOGUHQ¶VULJKWVmental health, resources for children and social work processes. 
However, often safeguarders stated at interview that they needed advice and further 
information more urgently than twice or three times a year at training events, and several 
implied that they would like a central resource from which they could seek informal advice 
at the time of writing a safeguarder report. However, several safeguarders suggested that 
Children 1st was afraid that giving them that advice would undermine safeguarder 
independence. 
 
Social workers felt that further training could be provided to safeguarders in 
contact/attachment, engaging with children, report writing and child development. All 
solicitors and some sheriffs noted that safeguarders needed more training in court 
processes, not least in an otherwise unfamiliar environment to them: 
[Safeguarders] tend to get overlooked. So the Reporter strikes a 
deal and then somebody LQWKHFRXUWVD\VµRK&KULVWZKDWDERXWWKH
VDIHJXDUGHU"¶«,W¶VGLIILFXOWIRUWKHVDIHJXDUGHU,WKLQN><RX¶YH@JRW
DUHSRUWHUZKR¶VYHU\H[SHULHQFHG\RX¶YHJRWVRPHWLPHVFRXQVHO
99% of cases solicitors, most of the time very experienced, they all 
know each other, all striking deals and deleting things and scrubbing 
WKLQJVWKH\NQRZWKHMXGJH«LW¶VDOODQDOLHQHQYLURQPHQWIRUD
safeguarder (Solicitor 3). 
Reporters agreed with sheriffs and solicitors that safeguarders needed to know more 
about court procedures, as well as child development and child protection issues. Panel 
PHPEHUVZHUHSULPDULO\FRQFHUQHGDERXWVDIHJXDUGHUV¶FXUUHQWLQH[SHULHQFHLQUHSRUW
writing, but also mentioned further training being required in contact, child development, 
empathy and the role of the safeguarder in proceedings. Panel members in a Focus Group 
GLVFXVVLRQVXJJHVWHGWKDWOHVVH[SHULHQFHGVDIHJXDUGHUVVKRXOGSHUKDSVµVKDGRZ¶DPRUH
experienced safeguarder until their knowledge and confidence had increased, or to 
observe hearings as part of their training. 
 
At interview, stakeholders were asked about the possible provision of formal postgraduate 
training for safeguarders. This was not favoured and raised concerns, particularly for 
safeguarders and panel members, around imposing unnecessary uniformity on a group of 
people with often existing and vast-ranging skills and expertise.  
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6.8 Discussion and conclusions 
Children 1st have undertaken a great deal of work in relation to setting a framework, for 
consistent and high quality safeguarder practice, including LQWURGXFLQJPLQLVWHUV¶ 7 key 
practice standards, and working with safeguarders to implement this. Safeguarders 
generally welcomed these standards or at least saw them as a formal statement of the 
ethical standards to which they generally adhered. 
 
This work by Children 1st has been in relation to administration of the national Safeguarder 
Panel so it is perhaps unsurprising that the majority of non-safeguarder questionnaire 
respondents had not noticed differences in relation to the safeguarder role since 2013. 
Those who had noticed differences expressed mixed views with some, for example, 
perceiving increased quality in the safeguarder pool and recognising more consistency 
through the provision of the 7 key practice standards. Others suggested that safeguarders 
now had less autonomy and that there was too much scrutiny of their work. At interview, 
stakeholders (including safeguarders) particularly welcomed the taxi rank principle of 
appointment for its fairness and consistency, (always provided that, where necessary, it 
should remain possible to request a safeguarder of a particular gender or with a special 
skill set). One safeguarder suggested they would prefer a return to management through 
the local authority, but non-safeguarders offered little when asked about alternative 
management structures, perhaps because of their apparent lack of familiarity with the 
existing ones.  
 
To perform the role effectively, safeguarders need to be properly trained for it and, in 
responding to the questionnaire, a clear majority (n = 64, 79%) felt that they had been 
provided with appropriate training and support. Questionnaire responses also provided 
strong support for the view that the professional / underlying skills and qualifications which 
safeguarders bring with them into the role are helpful in carrying it out.  A majority of 
safeguarders (n = 81, 99%), non-safeguarders (n = 171, 62%) and sheriffs (11/12) scored 
this at between 7 and 10 (on a 0 - 10 scale) (Appendix 2 Table 610). These skills will vary 
ZLWKWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VPDLQRUSUHYLRXVRFFXSDWLRQDQGZKLOHVRPHZHUHFRGHGDV
generic (eg communication and inter-personal skills) others included professional 
qualifications in law, social work, health and psychology. At interview, safeguarders felt 
that these skills were not always taken into account in the provision of training. Clearly, all 
safeguarders require baseline competencies in carrying out the role; however, when asked 
about additional training needs in the questionnaire, both safeguarders and non-
safeguarders identified some areas ± for example court work and social work practice ± in 
which safeguarders with a relevant professional background will already have capability.  
This suggests that there is a benefit to effectiveness in recognising this and seeking to 
upskill where possible.Both safeguarders and non-safeguarders indicated that 
safeguarders could benefit from additional specialised training. A key area in which this is 
indicated, throughout the research and by sheriffs at interview, is in court practice and 
skills. Further safeguarder training in child attachment and development might also be of 
benefit given that safeguarders may be involved in issues of contact and residence. With 
regard to enhancing consistency of understanding of the safeguarder role (Chapter 3) 
some questionnaire respondents also suggested joint training between safeguarders and 
other stakeholder groups such as panel members, social workers and sheriffs, with 
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safeguarders potentially having a role in content and delivery where training relates 
specifically to what they do.  
 
In addition to specific training, some safeguarders stated at interview that they would value 
more support in the role, alongside monitoring of their work. In responses to the 
questionnaire, a system of peer support through one-to-one buddying or shadowing was 
suggested. Safeguarders would also welcome more opportunities to come together, or to 
liaise with, their colleagues, in addition to training events. These arrangements could be 
examined for feasibility, bearing in mind both any provision already made in the 
Performance Support and Monitoring Framework5 and the particular sensitivities of the 
role which militate against informal discussion of identifiable cases.  
 
                                         
5
 The Framework PDNHVSURYLVLRQIRU³*URXS(YHQWV(QJDJHPHQW(YHQWV´SEXWWKHVHZHUH
not mentioned by questionnaire or interview respondents during the research 
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7 Understanding and Supporting the Role 
 
As a panel member, we do really greatly appreciate [safeguarder] input and 
in certain cases they are utterly invaluable. There are some extremely good 
and dedicated people out there who do it for the right reasons and that can 
be absolutely vital to what we do in order to get the decisions right for the 
benefit of the individual children (Panel member 1). 
7.1 Introduction 
Safeguarders work in complex cases involving children, some of whom may be very young 
or vulnerable. The possibility of appointing a safeguarder, as an independent actor who 
VDIHJXDUGVDQGSURWHFWVDFKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWVLQVXFKSURFHHGLQJVis therefore important to 
the effectiveness of the system and to keeping the child at the centre of it. This research 
aimed to explore the perceptions of key professional stakeholder groups - sheriffs, panel 
members, social workers, solicitors, reporters and safeguarders - of the safeguarder role 
and the added value that it brings to proceedings. It generated particularly rich data 
however, it should be borne in mind in interpreting findings that some sample sizes were 
small and none were representative of the composition of the groups in relation to which 
they were drawn. This concluding chapter discusses certain issues arising from the key 
findings, organised by reference to the content of the preceding chapters: safeguarder 
role; reasons for appointing safeguarders; VDIHJXDUGHUV¶work; and centralisation, 
administration and training.  
7.2 The role of the safeguarder 
Our findings indicated that stakeholder groups were of the view that their counterparts in 
other professions did not understand the role of the safeguarder. Nonetheless, similar 
accounts of the role were obtained across all groups and indeed 95% of safeguarders felt 
that they were very clear about what was expected of them (ranked 8-10 in Table 301). 
We also found that there may be overlaps with other roles within the system. In most 
cases, however, the safeguarder role is distinguishable, in that it goes beyond presenting 
WKHFKLOG¶VYLHZVDVFKLOGDGYRFDF\ZRUNHUVPD\GRDQGGRHVQRWUHSUHVHQWWKHFKLOGE\
acting on his/her instructions (as a solicitor does) but rather analyses all information 
LQFOXGLQJYLHZVWRPDNHDUHFRPPHQGDWLRQLQWKHFKLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWV7KHUHLVJUHDWHU
overlap with the work of social workers but, even here, the safeguarder role generally 
complements rather than duplicates this work by bringing new information or, at least, 
LQGHSHQGHQWO\YHULI\LQJWKHVRFLDOZRUNHU¶VUHFRPPHQGDWLRQNonetheless, in making the 
determination as to whether a safeguarder is needed at all, sheriffs and panel members 
may be advised to consider first whether the purpose is already fulfilled satisfactorily by 
another agency. They may benefit from further written guidance on reasons for appointing 
to assist them in this respect. Safeguarders will be most effective where there is a 
consistent understanding across stakeholder groups of the content of their role so that, for 
example, decision makers only appoint where the role can have an impact. 
 
One way to promote such a more consistent understanding of the role might be the 
adoption of a core definition for use across all stakeholder groups. A possible example, 
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using the data collected on the content of the role, and discussed with all three focus 
groups (safeguarder, panel member and social worker), is: 
The paramount role is to safeguard the best interests of the child, to keep 
him/her at the centre of proceedings, and to inform decision making through 
independent information gathering (including, as appropriate, the cKLOG¶VDQG
RWKHUV¶YLHZVDQGREMHFWLYHDQGDQDO\WLFDOUHSRUWLQJ 
 
A child-friendly version might also be developed. 
 
The safeguarder¶V role in the court setting can be different to that LQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJ
in that, for example, a written report is not necessarily required for court. At interview, 
sheriffs suggested WKDWWKHUHVXOWVRIWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VLQYHVWLJDWLRQPLJKWEHSUHVHQWHGE\
leading evidence (including calling witnesses) ± skills which are otherwise only commonly 
required in legal practice. Overall, some safeguarders were, on occasion, perceived to be 
less effective in the court setting given the legal skillset indicated. (Safeguarders have a 
variety of main occupations including, but not limited to legal practice). Safeguarders who 
lack these skills might benefit from further written guidance on what is required and 
specific training in court practice and skills. 
7.3 Reasons for appointing safeguarders 
Respondents were generally in agreement that the main reasons for appointing a 
safeguarder were to act independently, to unravel conflictual issues, to gather information 
and to ascertain views (primarily those of the child but also of others such as parents and 
professionals already involved). However, practice in terms of identifying and recording 
UHDVRQVIRUDSSRLQWPHQWYDULHGFRQVLGHUDEO\EHWZHHQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVDQGFRXUWSDQHO
PHPEHUVFRXOGEHTXLWHHIIXVLYHLQWKHLUUHDVRQVZKLOVWVKHULIIVRIWHQOHIWWKHµUHDVRQ¶for 
the safeguarder to determine. At interview, mixed views were expressed as to the 
desirability of panel members providing such detailed reasons for appointment as to 
amount to a remit. While some safeguarders were resistant to this, fearing that it might 
compromise their independence, or their ability to determine the nature of the work 
required in an individual case, in general they indicated that they are not hampered by the 
VRPHWLPHVSUHVFULSWLYHQDWXUHRISDQHOPHPEHUV¶UHDVRQVIRUDSSRLQWPHQW6RPHSDQHO
members felt that it was important to make their reasons for appointment clear to the 
(different) panel members who would receive the report. The paired report analysis found 
that those safeguarder reports which presented and addressed a stated remit were 
considerably more focussed and targeted towards subsequent decision-making in respect 
of the child. This suggests, at least, that the provision of written reasons is of some value 
to the safeguarder. The interview data also suggested that, on rare occasions, panel 
members may appoint to pass the substantive decision to another hearing or to defuse 
tension within a hearing. Overall, it would be conducive to effective work by the 
safeguarder if sheriffs were encouraged to provide reasons and panel members ensure 
that there is a clear purpose notwithstanding tension in making an appointment. 
 
A specific issue which was identified is that safeguarders may be appointed in cases 
involving contact and/or residence and some concerns were expressed that asking a 
safeguarder to provide an analysis of these complex, specialised matters might be pushing 
the boundaries both of their remit and their professional expertise. Equally, panel members 
and sheriffs welcomed their input. Overall, panel members need to be realistic about what 
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a safeguarder can achieve; safeguarders may need specialist training (including skills) in 
these highly sensitive issues. Key questions include how the balance is achieved between 
reporting on the child in the moment as the safeguarder observes him/her and the effect of 
changing contact arrangements on his/her longer-term wellbeing.  Further written guidance 
for decision-makers on contact/residence, as a reason for appointment may be beneficial. 
 
 
7.4 The work of the safeguarder 
Our research indicates that the work of the safeguarder generally involves an investigation 
RIWKHFKLOG¶VFLUFXPVWDQFHVFRQGXFWHGE\H[DPLQDWLRQRIH[LVWLQJSURIHVVLRQDOUHSRUWVDQG
interviews with the child, family members and others closely involved in the case. 
Safeguarders are expected to analyse all information collated to identify, or to make a 
recommendation, which UHSUHVHQWVWKHFKLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWV)RUFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVWKH\
provide a written report. A key part of the safeguarder role is thus to support, assist and 
facilitate robust decision-making. Overall, the majority of research participants suggested 
that safeguarder effectiveness means thorough investigations and clear recommendations 
giving rise to a perception by all concerned that the safeguarder has, where appropriate, 
SUHVHQWHGWKHFKLOG¶VYLHZVDQGVDIHJXDUGHGWKHFKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWVWKDWWKHLUUHSRUWLQJwas 
of a high quality, and that they were completely independent. The research also suggested 
however that occasionally within the investigation the safeguarder did not meet with the 
child (albeit sometimes for good reason) and that the quality of reports and/or 
recommendations can be variable. Meeting with the child, more than once, where 
appropriate, should be encouraged as it seems to increase the likelihood of effective 
communication and, therefore, more effective presentation of his/her interests and views. 
Children 1st undertake report sampling which will assist in addressing this perceived deficit 
and the Scottish Government has published (June 2017) a comprehensive set of Practice 
Notes for Safeguarders on Reports which may assist in raising quality where necessary. 
Safeguarders might also benefit from further training on report writing. 
 
The Practice Standards for Safeguarders (2015: 10) do currently indicate that it would be 
best practice for safeguarders to share their recommendations ZLWK³UHOHYDQWSHUVRQVDQG
representatives from services and agencies in advance of hearings, to allow appropriate 
preparation and minimise poteQWLDOGLVWUHVVDQGGHOD\LQSDUWLFXODUIRUWKHFKLOG´DQGWKLVLV
reiterated in the Practice Notes for Safeguarders on Reports (2017: 18-19). Currently it is 
not legally possible to share the actual report and consideration should be given to 
whether it would be beneficial to the process for social workers to see recommendations in 
the context of the whole report in advance.  At interview, panel members, reporters and 
social workers indicated that they thought that sharing the full report would be appropriate, 
though safeguarders tended to think that sharing recommendations was both sufficient 
and more important. 
 
 
7.5 Centralisation, administration and training 
Children 1st has undertaken a considerable amount of work, since the organisation was 
awarded the contract in 2013, to promote consistency and quality in the work of 
safeguarders and this was recognised by many respondents. Whatever advantages may 
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be identified in the existence of the role, its value in individual cases is dependent on how 
it is performed. Many safeguarders clearly recognised the benefits and importance of, for 
example, monitoring and practice standards in this respect. Equally, our research found 
that the safeguarder role can be complex, difficult and isolating and some safeguarders 
indicated that they would value more support. In responses to the questionnaire, a system 
of one-to-one buddying was suggested and in focus group discussions, participants 
mentioned newer safeguarders shadowing more established ones, as a form of induction. 
Safeguarders also mentioned having the opportunity to meet informally as a group, for 
advice, networking and sociability, over and above the scheduled training events. The 
feasibility of each of these suggestions could be explored further, bearing in mind the need 
for those doing the buddying or shadowing to be at an appropriate professional standard 
to mentor their peers and the particular sensitivities of the role which militate against 
informal discussion of identifiable cases. 
 
A majority (around four-fifths) of safeguarders felt that they had been provided with 
appropriate training and support to perform the role effectively. Questionnaire responses 
also provided strong support for the view that the professional/underlying skills and 
qualifications which safeguarders bring with them into the role are helpful in carrying it out.  
7KHVHVNLOOVZLOOYDU\ZLWKWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VPDLQRUSUHYLRXVRFFXSDWLRQ$WLQWHUYLHZ
safeguarders felt that these skills were not always taken into account in the provision of 
training. Clearly, all safeguarders require baseline competencies in carrying out the role; 
however, when asked about additional training needs in the questionnaire, both 
safeguarders and non-safeguarders identified some areas ± for example court work and 
social work practice ± in which safeguarders with a relevant professional background will 
already have capability. There may be a benefit to effectiveness in recognising this and 
seeking to upskill where possible. Safeguarders may also benefit from further training in 
court practice and skills and, particularly for work around contact and residence, in aspects 
of child attachment. With regard to enhancing consistency of understanding of the 
safeguarder role (see chapter 3), some respondents also suggested joint training between 
safeguarders and other stakeholder groups such as panel members, social workers and 
sheriffs with safeguarders potentially having a role in content and delivery where training 
relates specifically to what they do. 
 
7.6 Further research 
Reporters and panel members in particular were unsure about whether children and 
families fully appreciated the input of safeguarders, although safeguarders themselves 
were more positive about this: 
 
,WKLQNWKH\IHHOWKH\¶YHEHHQOLVWHQHGWR«7KH\¶YHKDGWKHLUVLGHRIWKHVWRU\
RXWVR\HDK,GRWKLQN\RX¶UHYDOXHGE\IDPLOLHV6DIHJXDUGHU 
 
7KHUH¶VDQXPEHURIFDVHVZKHUH,¶YHKDGFKLOGUHQGLUHFWO\WKDQNPHDWWKH
HQGRIWKHSURFHVVDQGWKDW¶VDERXWWKHPRVWHIIHFWLYHIHHGEDFN\RXFDQJHW
(Safeguarder 7). 
 
52 
Further research would enable the views of children and family members on the role of the 
safeguarder to come to the fore. This was recognised by interviewees when considering 
µRXWFRPH¶HIIHFWLYHQHVV 
 
$VDIHJXDUGHU¶VUHSRUWDQGUROHDWWKH+HDULQJ«ZLOOEHWKHPHFKDQLVPE\
ZKLFK«WKH3DQHOZLOOEHDEOHWRPDNHDVXEVWDQWLYHGHFLVLRQZKLFKLVLQWKH
EHVWLQWHUHVWVRIWKHFKLOG7KDW¶VWKHSRLQWZH¶UHDOOWU\LQJWRJHWWR«%XWDOVR
,¶GKRSHWKDWFKLOGUHQDQGIDPLOLHVZRXOGIHHOWKDWWKHUH¶V been some value for 
WKHPLQKDYLQJWKDWSHUVRQLQYROYHGDQG,¶GOLNHWRVHH«VRPHZD\RI
measuring that specifically (Reporter 2). 
 
Further research focusing on the views and experiences of children and families who have 
been involved with safeguarders wiWKLQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKearings system may therefore 
advance the work undertaken in this project. 
 
7.7 Effectiveness 
The research identified various issues relating to the development of safeguarder 
effectiveness: 
x The nature of decision-PDNHUV¶UHDVRQVIRUDSSRLQWPHQWPD\KDYHDQLPSDFWRQWKH
effectiveness of the safeguarder in a particular case. There is a statutory 
requirement to provide reasons (2011 Act, ss 30(4) and 31(6)) though sheriffs (in 
the sheriff sample) tended to provide only a single, terse reason (if that). The paired 
report analysis found that those safeguarder reports which addressed a stated remit 
were more focussed and targeted than those which did not. The interview data 
suggested that, on rare occasions, panel members may appoint to pass the 
substantive decision to another hearing or to defuse tension within a hearing. 
Overall, it would be conducive to effective work by the safeguarder if sheriffs were 
encouraged to provide reasons and panel members to ensure that there is a clear 
purpose (beyond dissipating tension in the particular hearing) in making an 
appointment.  
x 6DIHJXDUGHUV¶PHHWLQJVZLWKWKHFKLOGDUHDNH\SDUWRIWKHLUZRUNDQGPXFKYDOXHG
by decision-makers. Both the paired report analysis and the interviews point to the 
benefits, in terms of reporting, of this direct interaction. In all 17 cases constituting 
the paired report sample, the safeguarder had met with the child. In 13 (76%) this 
was on one occasion, in 3 (18%) on 2 occasions and in 1 (6%) there were 3 such 
meetings. While the 35-GD\WLPHVFDOHDQGWKHµVQDSVKRW¶QDWXUHRIWKHUROHWHQGWR
militate against this, meeting more than once, where appropriate, seems to increase 
the likelihood of effective communication with the child and, therefore, more 
effective presentation of his/her interests and views. 
x At interview, some stakeholders indicated that allowing the social worker to have 
sight of the safeguarder report in advance of the hearing would be beneficial in 
focussing the discussion at the hearing.  The social worker will also have to 
LPSOHPHQWDVXEVWDQWLYHGHFLVLRQWDNHQE\WKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJZKLFKPD\IROORZ
a safeguarder recommendation. Best practice guidance for safeguarders indicates 
that recommendations should, where appropriate, be shared in advance of the 
hearing but it is not currently legally possible to share the actual report. In terms of 
effective planning, then, consideration should be given to whether it would be 
beneficial to the process for social workers to see recommendations in the context 
of the whole report in advance.  
53 
x The paired report analysis identified that analysis by safeguarders of the information 
accumulated is key to high quality safeguarder reports that are capable of 
supporting decision-making. Such analysis was lacking in 8 reports (47%) in the 
sample. This relationship between strong, well-evidenced consideration of the 
LVVXHVDQGHIIHFWLYHQHVVZDVHFKRHGLQRWKHUUHVSHFWVLQVRPHLQWHUYLHZHHV¶
views on effectiveness. Panel members mentioned the importance of either a clear 
recommendation or a strong report and safeguarders also recognised the 
importance of properly substantiated recommendations. 
x At interview, safeguarders were regarded by some stakeholders as being less 
effective in the court setting. The issue of effectiveness related specifically to the 
actual skills required by safeguarders to present to the court the outcome of their 
investigations. Some sheriffs and some solicitors indicated that the skills required 
are those of solicitors who commonly practise in courts and may include, for 
example, calling and questioning witnesses. Safeguarders who lack these skills 
might benefit from further written guidance on what is required and specific training 
in court practice and skills. 
x To perform the role effectively, safeguarders need to be properly trained and, in 
responding to the questionnaire, a clear majority (n = 64, 79%) felt that they had 
been provided with appropriate training and support. Questionnaire responses also 
provided strong support for the view that the professional/underlying skills and 
qualifications which safeguarders bring with them into the role are helpful in carrying 
it out. A majority of safeguarders (n = 81, 99%), non-safeguarders (n = 171, 62%) 
and sheriffs (11/12) scored this at between 7 and 10 (on a 0 - 10 scale) (Appendix 
2, Table 610)7KHVHVNLOOVZLOOYDU\ZLWKWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶s main (or previous) 
occupation. At interview, safeguarders felt that these skills were not always taken 
into account in the provision of training. Clearly, all safeguarders require baseline 
competencies in carrying out the role; however, when asked about additional 
training needs in the questionnaire, both safeguarders and non-safeguarders 
identified some areas ± for example court work and social work practice ± in which 
safeguarders with a relevant professional background will already have capability. 
This suggests that there is a benefit to effectiveness in recognising this and seeking 
to upskill where possible. 
x At interview, safeguarders also indicated that while they supported the need for 
consistency and quality in their practice achieved by work by Children 1st on 
monitoring of performance, they would also welcome more peer support 
opportunities. The role of the safeguarder can be complex, difficult and isolating, 
therefore safeguarders are likely to be more effective in it if they feel supported. It 
may be possible to identify opportunities for them to come together in a less formal 
setting than at training or perhaps to explore the feasibility of other forms of peer 
support such as buddying, mentoring or shadowing, all of which were mentioned in 
the questionnaire responses.  
 
 
7.8 The added value of safeguarders 
The research identified various ways in which safeguarders are perceived to add value 
within the decision-making process. Their separate perspective on the case, the format of 
their reports (where of high quality) and their ability to meet personally with the child away 
from the hearings room were valued and might be built upon in the future in promoting 
better decisions, and outcomes, for children. More specific points are identified below: 
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x :KLOHWKHUHLVVRPHYDULDELOLW\LQWKHTXDOLW\RIVDIHJXDUGHUV¶UHSRUWVLQWHUYLHZHHV
JHQHUDOO\ZHOFRPHGWKHVHIRUEHLQJFRQFLVHUHDGDEOHDQGODFNLQJLQ³EDJJDJH´IURP
long previous involvement in the case. The paired report analysis indicated that 
safeguarder reports may be more up-to-date than those provided by social workers (6 
records, 35%) and may propose alternative resources (5 records; 29%) to those 
already considered. At their best, these reports were found to summarise clearly the 
information on which they were based and to analyse all relevant data to make a 
UHDVRQHGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQLQWKHFKLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWV 
x The questionnaire indicated that the majority of non-safeguarder respondents (n = 217, 
79% and all 12 of the responding sheriffs regarded safeguarder reports and their 
recommendations as useful (though 22 (8%) non-safeguarders did find them relatively 
useless) (Appendix 2 Tables 503 and 504). Similarly, a majority had more confidence 
in the decision taken following safeguarder involvement or felt that it was more robust 
(n = 159, 58%; 10/12 sheriffs) (but 81 (29%) non-safeguarders and 1/12 sheriffs did not 
think this) (Appendix 2 Table 506). Analysis of the SCRA sample indicated that the 
substantive decision of the hearing followed the recommendation of the safeguarder in 
38 records (76%) and partially followed it in a further 3 (6%) implying that hearings 
attach considerable weight to the reports, recommendations and contributions of 
safeguarders. At interview, the vast majority of non-safeguarder stakeholders (5/9 
sheriffs; 9/10 panel members; 5/5 reporters; 2/5 social worker and 3/5 solicitors) said 
WKDWWKH\YDOXHGWKHLQSXWRIWKHVDIHJXDUGHULQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVDQGFRXUW
procedures. The remaining respondents suggested value depended on the quality of 
the safeguarder/report and their ability to work in a court setting. 
x 6DIHJXDUGHUV¶LQGHSHQGHQFHZDVUHFRJQLVHGLQWKHTXHVWLRQQDLUHUHVSRQVHVDVDNH\
element of the role (safeguarders n = 27, 27%; non-safeguarders n= 133, 37%; and 
4/12 sheriffs) (Appendix 2 Table 305). It was also given as a reason for appointment 
(non-safeguarders n = 68, 19%; 1/16 sheriffs) (Appendix 2 Table 402) and acting with 
independence and honesty constitutes one of the 7 practice standards for 
safeguarders. In WHUPVRIDGGLQJYDOXHVDIHJXDUGHUV¶LQGHSHQGHQFHPHDQVWKDWWKH\
KDYHQRLQYROYHPHQWLQWKHFKLOG¶VFDVHEH\RQGWKHLUDSSRLQWPHQW7KH\GRQRWZRUN
for any professional body with long-WHUPRUFRQWHQWLRXVLQYROYHPHQWLQWKHFKLOG¶VFDVH
They provide an assessment which is entirely their own. This may be particularly 
valuable in cases of conflict between family members and other professionals. 
x Safeguarders can be parties to court proceedings (Act of Sederunt (Child Care and 
Maintenance) Rules 1997, Rule 3.8(e)) and, uniquely (other than the child and any 
relevant person) they have the right to appeal (2011 Act, s 154(2)(c)). This gives them 
WKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRVDIHJXDUGWKHFKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWVWKURXJKRXWWKHSURFHVVWRWKHILQDO
outcome of the court proceedings. 
x In conducting their investigation, safeguarders see the child away from the formal, 
VRPHWLPHVFRPEDWLYHVHWWLQJVRIFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVURRPVDQGVKHULIIFRXUWEXLOGLQJV
giving safeguarders opportunities different from those presented in those formal 
settings to interact with the child, to explain the system and their role within it and to 
obtain views of both children and others to inform their investigation and 
recommendation. At interview, sheriffs mentioned that they valued this aspect of the 
role with some suggesting that, on occasion, it assisted in bringing an earlier resolution 
to the case. 
 
7.9 Conclusion 
For safeguarders to be as effective as possible, it is important that their role is fully 
understood, carried out to the highest standard and with the provision, primarily for 
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FKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVRIJRRGTXDOLW\ written reports offering reasoned recommendations 
based on the preceding investigation. The research indicates that the work of Children 1st 
in relation to promoting consistency and quality is recognised as important. Safeguarders 
do not work in a vacuum.Understanding of the role on the part of other parties, particularly 
those who appoint them (sheriffs and panel members) is also important to avoid unhelpful 
duplication of work with others such as social workers and to ensure that the contribution 
sought from the safeguarder is achievable. Overall,while a wide variety of views was 
expressed over the course of this research, members of all stakeholder groups saw value 
in the input of the safeguarder. 
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Appendix 1: research instruments 
Questionnaire 
NB: A shortened version of this questionnaire was made available to sheriff 
participants in this project. 
 
Q2.1 Please select your age group 
 Under 20 (1) 
 20 - 29 (2) 
 30 - 39 (3) 
 40 - 49 (4) 
 50 - 59 (5) 
 60 - 69 (6) 
 70+ (7) 
 
Q2.2 Are you 
 Male (1) 
 Female (2) 
 Prefer not to say (3) 
 
Q2.3 Are you currently a safeguarder? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (never have been) (2) 
 No (previously been a safeguarder) (3) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Are you currently a safeguarder? Yes Is Not Selected 
Q2.4 Does the following statement apply to you? I have the authority to appoint 
safeguarders and/or I have worked with them 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Are you currently a safeguarder? Yes Is Selected 
Q59 Prior to becoming a safeguarder did you previously serve as a panel member? 
 Yes (5) 
 No (6) 
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Q3.1 How long have you been a safeguarder? 
 Less than 1 year (1) 
 1 - 3 years (2) 
 4 - 5 years (3) 
 6 - 7 years (4) 
 8 - 10 years (5) 
 More than 10 years (6) 
 
Q3.2 In which of the following areas do you fulfil this role? tick all that apply 
 Aberdeen (1) 
 Aberdeenshire (2) 
 Angus (3) 
 Edinburgh (4) 
 Clackmannanshire (5) 
 Dumfries and Galloway (6) 
 Dundee (7) 
 East Ayrshire (8) 
 East Dunbartonshire (9) 
 East Lothian (10) 
 East Renfrewshire (11) 
 Falkirk (12) 
 Fife (13) 
 Glasgow (14) 
 Highland (15) 
 Inverclyde (16) 
 Midlothian (17) 
 Western Isles (18) 
 North Ayrshire (19) 
 North Lanarkshire (20) 
 Orkney Islands (21) 
 Perth & Kinross (22) 
 Renfrewshire (23) 
 Scottish Borders (24) 
 Shetland Islands (25) 
 South Ayrshire (26) 
 South Lanarkshire (27) 
 Stirling (28) 
 West Dunbartonshire (29) 
 West Lothian (30) 
 Argyll & Bute (31) 
 Moray (32) 
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Q3.3 What is your main occupation? 
 Lawyer (1) 
 Social Worker (2) 
 Teacher (3) 
 Other (please specify) (4) ____________________ 
 Retired (please specify your main previous occupation) (5) 
____________________ 
 
Q3.4 How many years have you worked in this occupation?If retired, how many 
years did you work in your previous main occupation? 
 
Q3.5 In your role as a safeguarder, what do you spend most of your time 
doing? For example, scrutinising the reports of others, obtaining the child's views. 
 
Q3.6 Are there any professional activities that you wish you could do more of in 
your role as a safeguarder? For example, speaking to family members, explaining 
the hearing process to the child. 
 
Q3.7 Do you feel the role of the safeguarder is unique in the hearings process or 
does it overlap with the other roles in the hearings process? For example, child's 
representative, social worker 
 Yes the role is unique (1) 
 No there is some overlap with the other roles (2) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Do you feel the role of the safeguarder is unique in the hearings process or does it overlap 
with other roles in the hearings process? For example, child's representative, social worker No 
there is some overlap with the other roles Is Selected 
Q3.8 What role(s) do you feel overlap with that of a safeguarder? 
 
Display This Question: 
If Do you feel the role of the safeguarder is unique in the hearings process or does it overlap 
with other roles in the hearings process? For example, child's representative, social worker No 
there is some overlap with the other roles Is Selected 
Q3.9 Which of the following statements apply to the overlap between roles? 
 The overlap between roles complements/assists the role of the safeguarder (1) 
 The overlap between roles can make the role of the safeguarder more difficult 
(2) 
 The overlap between roles can negate the role of the safeguarder (3) 
 
Q3.10 In your opinion, to what extent are you clear about what is expected of you 
as a safeguarder? 
 0 (1) 1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 5 (6) 6 (7) 7 (8) 8 (9) 9 
(10) 
10 
(11) 
1 (1)                       
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Q3.11 In your opinion, what is the key function/role of a safeguarder? 
 
Q3.12 To what extent do you think that those involved in the Children's hearings 
and court proceedings understand the safeguarder role/remit? 
 0 (1) 1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 5 (6) 6 (7) 7 (8) 8 (9) 9 
(10) 
10 
(11) 
1 (1)                       
 
 
Q3.13 In your opinion, are there any particular people or roles where the 
safeguarder role/remit is not fully understood? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
Display This Question: 
If In your opinion, are there any particular people or role where the safeguarder role/remit is 
not fully understood? Yes Is Selected 
Q3.14 Please indicate what roles, in your opinion, do not fully understand the 
safeguarder role/remit 
 Children's reporters (1) 
 Lawyers (2) 
 Panel members (3) 
 Sheriffs (4) 
 Social workers (5) 
 Other (please specify) (6) ____________________ 
 
Q3.15 Do you have any suggestions on how to improve the understanding 
surrounding the role/remit of safeguarders? 
 
Q3.16 Do you feel that your advice/recommendations are properly valued by those 
working in the Children's hearings and court proceedings? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
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Display This Question: 
If Do you feel that your advice/recommendations are properly valued by those working in the 
Children's hearings and court proceedings? No Is Selected 
Q3.17 Are there any particular people or roles that you feel do not value your 
advice/recommendations? 
 Children's reporters (1) 
 Lawyers (2) 
 Panel members (3) 
 Sheriffs (4) 
 Social workers (5) 
 Other (please specify) (6) ____________________ 
 
Q3.18 In your opinion, to what extent does the involvement of a safeguarder lead to 
a better/different outcome for children? 
 0 (1) 1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 5 (6) 6 (7) 7 (8) 8 (9) 9 
(10) 
10 
(11) 
1 (1)                       
 
 
Q3.19 Please provide more information about whether the involvement of a 
safeguarder leads to better/different outcomes for children 
 
Q3.20 In your opinion, does the involvement of a safeguarder have any impact on 
the number of appeals? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Don't know (3) 
 
Q3.21 To what extent do you feel that the 7 practice standards for safeguarders 
introduced in 2015 provide a good framework for the safeguarder role? 
 0 (1) 1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 5 (6) 6 (7) 7 (8) 8 (9) 9 
(10) 
10 
(11) 
1 (1)                       
 
 
Q3.22 Using your own personal experience, please rank the following practice 
standards in order of importance  
______ Putting the child at the centre (1) 
______ Contributing to the development of relationships with all involved (2) 
______ Acting with independence of practice (3) 
______ Providing clear and timely reports (4) 
______ Maintaining confidentiality (5) 
______ Acting with integrity, honesty and fairness at all times (6) 
______ Keeping up to date with skills and knowledge (7) 
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Q3.23 To what extent do you feel that your underlying professional 
skills/qualifications help you in your role as a safeguarder? 
 0 (1) 1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 5 (6) 6 (7) 7 (8) 8 (9) 9 
(10) 
10 
(11) 
1 (1)                       
 
 
Q3.24 Please list the skills/qualifications/qualities you feel are important to the 
safeguarder role 
 
Q3.25 Do you feel that you have been provided with the appropriate training and 
support to fulfil your role as a safeguarder? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Do you feel that you have been provided with the appropriate training and support to fulfil 
your role as a safeguarder? No Is Selected 
Q3.26 Please list any additional training or support that you would find useful 
 
Q4.1 To what extent has the 2013 shift to a national panel made a difference to 
the way in which safeguarders work? 
 0 (1) 1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 5 (6) 6 (7) 7 (8) 8 (9) 9 
(10) 
10 
(11) 
1 (1)                       
 
 
Q4.2 What changes, if any, have you seen since the 2013 shift? 
 
Q4.3 Have there been any changes in practice since 2013 around how 
safeguarders gather children's views? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Don't know (3) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Have there been any changes in practice since 2013 around how safeguarders gather 
children's views? Yes Is Selected 
Q4.4 What changes in practice have occurred? 
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Q5.1 What is your role in the Children's hearing (or court) system? 
 Children's reporter (1) 
 Lawyer (2) 
 Panel member (3) 
 Sheriff (4) 
 Social worker (5) 
 Other (please specify) (6) ____________________ 
 
Q5.2 How many years have you worked in this role? 
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Q5.3 In which of the following areas do you normally fulfil this role? tick all that 
apply 
 Aberdeen (1) 
 Aberdeenshire (2) 
 Angus (3) 
 Edinburgh (4) 
 Clackmannanshire (5) 
 Dumfries and Galloway (6) 
 Dundee (7) 
 East Ayrshire (8) 
 East Dunbartonshire (9) 
 East Lothian (10) 
 East Renfrewshire (11) 
 Falkirk (12) 
 Fife (13) 
 Glasgow (14) 
 Highland (15) 
 Inverclyde (16) 
 Midlothian (17) 
 Western Isles (18) 
 North Ayrshire (19) 
 North Lanarkshire (20) 
 Orkney Islands (21) 
 Perth & Kinross (22) 
 Renfrewshire (23) 
 Scottish Borders (24) 
 Shetland Islands (25) 
 South Ayrshire (26) 
 South Lanarkshire (27) 
 Stirling (28) 
 West Dunbartonshire (29) 
 West Lothian (30) 
 Argyll & Bute (31) 
 Moray (32) 
 
Q5.4 Which of these statements apply to you in this role? 
 I have the authority to appoint safeguarders and have done so (1) 
 I have the authority to appoint safeguarders and have not done so (2) 
 I do not have the authority to appoint safeguarders but have worked with them 
(3) 
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Q5.5 Since 2011, how many hearings have you attended where a safeguarder is 
present? 
 0 (1) 
 1 - 10 (2) 
 11 - 30 (3) 
 31 - 50 (4) 
 More than 50 (5) 
 
Q5.6 In your opinion, what are the types of situtations or circumstances in which a 
safeguarder should be appointed? 
 
Q5.7 In your opinion, what is the key function/role of a safeguarder? 
 
Q5.8 In your opinion, to what extent does the involvement of a safeguarder lead to 
a better/different outcome for children? 
 0 (1) 1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 5 (6) 6 (7) 7 (8) 8 (9) 9 
(10) 
10 
(11) 
1 (1)                       
 
 
Q5.9 Please feel free to provide more information about whether the involvement of 
a safeguarder leads to better/different outcomes for children 
 
Q5.10 In your opinion, does the involvement of a safeguarder have any impact on 
the number of appeals? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Don't know (3) 
 
Q5.11 In your opinion, is it better for the safeguarder to appear at the proceedings 
to present their report? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Don't know (3) 
 
Q60 Are you aware of the 7 key practice standards for safeguarders that were 
introduced in 2015? 
 Yes (4) 
 No (5) 
 
65 
Display This Question: 
If Are you aware of the 7 key practice standards for safeguarders that were introduced in 
2015? Yes Is Selected 
Q5.12 Using your own personal experience of working with safeguarders, in how 
many cases did the work of the safeguarders you have worked with since 2015 
adhere to the 7 key practice standards? 
 All of them (1) Most of them (2) Few of them (3) None of them (4) 
Putting the 
child at the 
centre (1) 
        
Contributing 
to the 
development 
of 
relationships 
with all 
involved (2) 
        
Acting with 
independence 
of practice (3) 
        
Providing 
clear and 
timely reports 
(4) 
        
Maintaining 
confidentiality 
(5) 
        
Acting with 
integrity, 
honesty and 
fairness at all 
times (6) 
        
Keeping up to 
date with skills 
and 
knowledge (7) 
        
 
 
Q5.13 Do you feel that the role of the safeguarder is unique in the hearing process 
or does it overlap with the other roles in the hearings process? 
 Yes the role is unique (1) 
 No there is some overlap with the other roles (2) 
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Display This Question: 
If Do you feel that the role of the safeguarder is unique in the hearing process or does it 
overlap with the other roles in the hearings process? No there is some overlap with the other roles 
Is Selected 
Q5.14 What role(s) do you feel overlap with that of a safeguarder? 
 
Display This Question: 
If Do you feel that the role of the safeguarder is unique in the hearing process or does it 
overlap with the other roles in the hearings process? No there is some overlap with the other roles 
Is Selected 
Q5.15 Which of the following statements apply to the overlap between roles 
 The overlap between roles complements/assists the role of the safeguarder (1) 
 The overlap between roles can make the role of the safeguarder more difficult 
(2) 
 The overlap between roles can negate the role of the safeguarder (3) 
 
Q5.16 In your opinion, to what extent are the reports generated by safeguarders 
useful? 
 Extremely 
useless 
(1) 
Moderately 
useless (2) 
Slightly 
useless 
(3) 
Neither 
useful nor 
useless 
(4) 
Slightly 
useful (5) 
Moderately 
useful (6) 
Extremely 
useful (7) 
1 (1)               
 
 
Q5.17 Do you have more confidence in the decision that is made when a 
safeguarder has been involved? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Don't know (3) 
 
Q5.18 To what extent do you feel a safeguarder's underlying professional 
skills/qualifications help them in their role? 
 0 (1) 1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 5 (6) 6 (7) 7 (8) 8 (9) 9 
(10) 
10 
(11) 
1 (1)                       
 
 
Q5.19 Please list the skills/qualifications/qualities you feel are important to the 
safeguarder role 
 
Q5.20 Do you feel that safeguarders have the appropriate training and support 
required to fulfil their role as a safeguarder? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Don't know (3) 
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Display This Question: 
If Do you feel that safeguarders have the appropriate training and support required to fulfil their 
role as a safeguarder? No Is Selected 
Q5.21 Please suggest additional training or skills 
 
Q5.22 Would you feel confident about raising any issues/complaints about 
safeguarder performance? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 Don't know (3) 
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Participant Information Sheet 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET  
School of Law 
7+(52/(2)6$)(*8$5'(56,17+(&+,/'5(1¶6+($5,1*66<67(0 
Introduction 
This is a study commissioned by the Scottish Government which seeks to examine the 
UROHRIWKHVDIHJXDUGHULQWKH&KLOGUHQ¶V+HDULQJVV\VWHPDQGWKHSHUFHSWLRQVRINH\
stakeholders involved. In the next 3 months, we will be seeking to talk to a wide variety of 
professionals, including social workers, panel members, safeguarders, sheriffs and 
lawyers, about the issues relating to the use of safeguarders and the introduction of the 
Safeguarder Panel across Scotland being managed by Children 1st.  
Questionnaires and interviews  
We will be sending out questionnaires to all Reporters, panel members and safeguarders, 
and to a sample of sheriffs, lawyers and social workers across Scotland. These 
questionnaires will be anonymous, although we will also be asking questionnaire 
respondents whether they are happy to be interviewed at a later stage in the research. 
Their contact details, if provided for interview, will be devolved from the questionnaire 
responses at the point of data extraction. 
The interviews will only take about an hour to conduct, and we can meet respondents at 
their office or other appropriate venue, at a time that suits them best. The information 
provided at interview will be strictly confidential and no names will be mentioned in any 
subsequent reports or publications. All data gathered during the study will be destroyed 
within five years of completion. Respondents can withdraw their data at any time during or 
after the interview should they subsequently wish not to participate. The researchers would  
like to digitally record the interview, if respondents are happy with that, although only the 
research team will have access to those transcripts.  
Researcher Contact Details: 
The research team consists of Claire McDiarmid, Monica Barry and Michelle Donnelly at 
the School of Law, and Stephen Corson in the Department of Mathematics at the 
University of Strathclyde. The principal researcher is Claire McDiarmid and if respondents 
wish to clarify anything about the research, they can contact Claire on 
claire.mcdiarmid@strath.ac.uk or alternatively Helen Baigrie, The Secretary to the 
University Ethics Committee at ethics@strath.ac.uk or on 0141 548 3707. 
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Consent Form 
 
PROFESSIONAL RESPONDENT CONSENT FORM 
 
School of Law 
 
7+(52/(2)7+(6$)(*8$5'(5,17+(&+,/'5(1¶6+($5,1*66<67(0 
 
 
I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet for the above project and 
the researcher has answered any queries to my satisfaction.  
 
I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw from the 
project at any time.  
 
I understand that any information I give at interview will remain confidential and that I will 
not be identifiable in any reports or publications resulting from this research. 
 
 
x I agree to being interviewed for this research.    Yes    No  
 
x I consent to the interview being tape recorded.    Yes    No 
  
 
 
 
1DPH«««««««««««««««««««««'DWH«««««« 
 
 
6LJQDWXUH«««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««« 
 
 
Agency: «««««««««««««««««««««««««««««««« 
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Safeguarder Interview Question Schedule 
NB Interview question schedules were slightly tailored for each of the seven stakeholder 
groups 
 
7+(52/(2)6$)(*8$5'(5,17+(&+,/'5(1¶6+($5,1*66<67(0 
 
Safeguarder Interview Schedule    
 
 
,QLWLDOV««««   'DWH««««  
 7LPH««« 
 
Skills and experience 
 
1. For how long have you been a safeguarder? 
 
 
2. Are you employed in any other capacity?  If not, have you recently been 
employed? [probe: what is your background?] 
 
 
3. Why did you decide to become a safeguarder? [probe: what was your 
motivation?] 
 
 
Reasons for safeguarder appointments 
 
General 
 
4. Why do you think safeguarders should be appointed? [probe: the ultimate 
recommendation, a second opinion, filling a gap in knowledge. Should they be 
appointed as a matter of course?]  
 
 
5. Do you think the statutory test ± ³WRVDIHJXDUGWKHLQWHUHVWVRIWKHFKLOG´LV
DGHTXDWHWRLGHQWLI\WKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVLQZKLFKFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVVKRXOG
appoint safeguarders? >SUREHQRWWKHµEHVW¶LQWHUHVWV"6KRXOGWKHUHEHDWHVWIRU
sheriffs, if so, what?] 
 
 
6. 'R\RXWKLQNLWLVULJKWWKDWFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVDQGVKHULIIVKDYHWRFRQVLGHUD
safeguarder appointment in every case? 
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Specific 
 
7. Can you give some examples of the kinds of circumstances / cases in which you 
have been appointed?  What is the most common situation in which you are 
appointed? 
 
 
8. :K\GRFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVDQGVKHULIIVJLYHUHDVRQVIRUVDIHJXDUGHU
appointments? [probe: is it to justify the decision or to identify your focus?] 
 
 
9. To what use do you put those reasons in conducting your investigation? [probe: 
do you regard them as providing your remit? Is there ever any uncertainty as to 
the reasons for or focus of your appointment?] 
 
10. Since the advent of the national panel in June 2013, have you ever been 
appointed in circumstances which, in your view, were inappropriate? [probe: 
where you think you lack qualifications or a focus, where another professional 
ought to have reported or another service been allocated (e.g. legal rep or 
advocate?] 
 
11. Since 2013, roughly how many times have you been appointed as a 
safeguarder? Are you able to comment on the proportions of these 
appointments made by panel members versus sheriffs? [probe: why? Have the 
number of your appointments dropped since 2013 ± taxi rank influence?] 
 
 
Perceptions of the safeguarder role 
 
12. Would you say that the safeguarder role is clear to all concerned? [probe: for 
safeguarders themselves, panel members, reporters, sheriffs, lawyers, social 
workers and children and their families.] 
 
 
13. Do you think that different agencies / stakeholders have different 
expectations of safeguarders? [probe: does this lead to any 
disagreements/tensions?] 
 
 
14. In your opinion, what are the advantages and disadvantages of 
safeguarders? [probe: how important is your independence?] 
 
 
Decision-maker practice 
 
15. 'R\RXDOZD\VJHWDFRS\RIWKHKHDULQJ¶VRUVKHULII¶VUHDVRQVIRU
appointment?  
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16. In your view, what do panel members hope to achieve by appointing a 
safeguarder? 
 
 
17. And what do sheriffs hope to achieve by appointing a safeguarder?  
 
 
18. ,V\RXUIXQFWLRQUHFRJQLVDEO\GLIIHUHQWZKHQDSSRLQWHGE\DFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJ
compared with when appointed by a sheriff in referral proceedings or a sheriff in 
appeal proceedings? 
 
 
19. Do you think decision-makers should have more guidance and a more 
consistent streamlined approach in terms of making safeguarder appointments? 
 
 
20. Do you think it would help if sheriffs and panel members had a list of potential 
reasons for appointment (a kind of drop down menu) that they can use when 
appointing a safeguarder? 
 
 
Preparing a report 
 
21. Could you explain how you conduct an investigation in an individual case? 
>SUREHKRZGR\RXREWDLQWKHFKLOG¶VYLHZVJDWKHUµPLVVLQJ¶LQIRUPDWLRQFODULI\
facts; assess contact; diffuse conflicts; balance the welfare of the child with the 
rights of parents?] 
 
 
22. :KDWLVWKHSXUSRVHRIREWDLQLQJWKHFKLOG¶VYLHZV"'R\RXDOZD\VLQGLFDWH
ZKHUH\RXUUHFRPPHQGDWLRQGLIIHUVIURPWKHFKLOG¶VYLHZVDQGZK\"[probe: do 
\RXDOZD\VUHOD\WKHFKLOG¶VYLHZVEDFNWRWKHGHFLVLRQ-maker? What about the 
views of relevant persons?] 
 
 
23. How do you report back to the hearing or court? [probe: verbal or written? 
What users do you have in mind when putting it together? do you refer back to 
the reasons for your appointment? Do you always give a recommendation?] 
 
 
24. Do you know if your recommendations tend to be accepted or rejected? 
[probe: in what circumstances/cases and if rejected, why?] 
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25. ,Q\RXUYLHZZKDWPDNHVD³JRRG´VDIHJXDUGHUUHSRUW"[probe: is the 
WLPHVFDOHDGHTXDWHIRUZULWLQJµJRRG¶UHSRUWVDUHWKHWHUPVRIUHIHUHQFHFOHDUWR
the safeguarder? Should there be a template for safeguarder reports?] 
 
 
26. ,QZKDWZD\VGRVDIHJXDUGHUV¶UHports contain different information than 
VRFLDOZRUNHUV¶RURWKHUSURIHVVLRQDOV¶UHSRUWV"[probe: how do you ensure that 
your role is complimentary to the work undertaken by others, rather than 
overlapping?] 
 
 
27. What are your views on whether social workers should get a copy of the 
safeguarder report in advance of the hearing? 
 
 
Appeals 
 
28. What is your understanding and experience of your role in appeal 
proceedings?  
 
 
29. Have you ever instigated an appeal in your capacity as a safeguarder? If yes, 
can you provide details and explain why? [probe: hearing or court decision? 
Type of case?] 
 
Training and skills 
 
30. What training have you ever undertaken as a safeguarder?  [Probe: pre- and 
post-2013; how useful did you find it? How much do you draw on it in conducting 
an assessment?] 
 
 
31. In which areas do you feel that you would benefit from additional, specific 
training? [probe: why and who should provide this? Might a specific 
postgraduate qualification help in any way?] 
 
 
32. Do you think other stakeholders are aware of your background? Do you think 
it is important, or makes any difference, for them to know this?  
 
 
33. Have you ever been appointed directly by a hearing or a sheriff specifically 
because of your background, skills or experience, or any other basis? [Probe: 
where the taxi rank principle has been bypassed because of the need for a 
particular gender/profession of safeguarder, or a personal preference?] 
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34. How important is it that safeguarders are paid for this work?  Are the current 
fees [NB: have them to hand] adequate? 
 
 
 
Centralisation 
 
35. What do you think about the move to a national safeguarder service? [probe: 
what issues or gaps was the panel meant to address? Has it been effective in 
this? Taxi rank system?  Performance and monitoring framework; safeguarder 
feedback sheets and complaints procedures] 
 
 
36. In what ways do the Practice Standards guide your work as a safeguarder? 
 
 
37. How do you feel about management of the safeguarder panel sitting within 
an independent, 3rd sector, charitable child welfare organisation? [probe: what if 
it was sitting within the local authority or within SCRA, for example?] 
 
 
Added value of safeguarders 
 
38. How would you define effectiveness in terms of safeguarder appointments? 
[probe: for example, bringing new information to light; helping to defuse conflicts; 
speaking for the child.] 
 
 
39. Do you feel that your input (including reports and recommendations) is 
valued and respected by children and families, panel members and sheriffs, and 
other profHVVLRQDOVLQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVSURFHVV" 
 
 
40. In your experience, how often does your recommendation differ from social 
ZRUN¶VUHFRPPHQGDWLRQ"[probe: do safeguarder recommendations tend to 
converge with, or diverge from, social work? In which areas do your 
recommendations tend to differ, e.g. frequency of contact? How often do you 
LGHQWLI\DQLVVXHRUDQLPSRUWDQWSHUVRQLQWKHFKLOG¶VOLIHWKDWQRRQHHOVHKDV
considered?] 
 
 
41. 'R\RXWKLQNWKDWLQFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVDQGFRXUWSURFHHGLQJVVDIHJXDUGHUV
are seen as experts and, if so, by whom and in what areas? [probe: do you 
regard the role as one for a professional or layperson?] 
 
 
42. Many professionals are involved with children within the hearings system ± 
e.g., their own representatives or advocacy organisations like Who Cares? to 
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assist in providing views; legal representatives to act on their instructions; social 
workers to set out a care plan; and, reporters to consider grounds and identify 
the need for compulsory measures in the first place. What is it that safeguarders 
bring to the process which is unique and which cannot be obtained from any of 
these other professionals? 
 
 
43. What, if anything, needs to change to ensure the sustainability and 
effectiveness [by their definition above] of the safeguarder role in the future?  
 
 
44. ,VWKHUHDQ\WKLQJHOVH\RXZDQWWRVD\DERXWVDIHJXDUGHUVDQGWKH&KLOGUHQ¶V
+HDULQJVV\VWHPWKDWZHKDYHQ¶WGLVFXVVHGDOUHDG\" 
 
 
 
 
Thank you.        
 7LPHILQLVKHG««««« 
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Safeguarder Focus Group Schedule 
NB: Focus Group schedules were slightly tailored for each stakeholder group 
 
CLARITY IN THE ROLE OF THE SAFEGUARDER: 
 
Based on all the views and experiences of the key stakeholders, we drew up the 
following definition of a safeguarder: 
 
Keeping the child at the centre, the safeguarGHU¶VUROHLVWRLQIRUPGHFLVLRQ-
making through independent information gathering (including, as appropriate, 
WKHFKLOG¶VYLHZVDQGDQDO\WLFDODQGREMHFWLYHUHSRUWLQJLQWKHFKLOG¶VEHVW
interests. 
 
1. Do you think this encompasses all the key functions of the safeguarder in 
ERWK&KLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVDQGWKHFRXUW" 
 
We found in some of the discussions at interview that stakeholders were often 
unsure of what the safeguarder was meant to be doing in the court setting versus 
WKH&KLOGUHQ¶V+HDULQJVVHWWLQJ 
 
2. :KDWGR\RXVHHDVWKHPDLQGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHVDIHJXDUGHU¶VUROHEHWZHHQ
EHLQJDSSRLQWHGE\WKH&KLOGUHQ¶V+HDULQJVDQGEHLQJDSSRLQWHGE\WKH
court? 
 
3. Do you see yourself as a party to proceedings in court - what does this 
involve?  
 
4. What do you do in proof proceedings - are you involved in negotiating, or 
leading evidence in relation to, the grounds of referral?  
 
5. What do you do in appeal proceedings - are you involved in demonstrating 
that the decision was, or was not, justified? 
 
6. Would you say that the role takes on a distinctive (legal) character in court 
proceedings? 
 
REASONS FOR APPOINTMENT OF SAFEGUARDERS:  
 
One thing we found was that safeguarders, panel members and sheriffs had 
GLIIHULQJYLHZVDERXWZKHWKHUDLWZDVLPSRUWDQWWRUHFRUGDµUHDVRQ¶for appointing 
DVDIHJXDUGHUDQGEZKHWKHUWKDWVDIHJXDUGHUVKRXOGEHJLYHQDµUHPLW¶RUµVWHHU¶
as to the purpose of their investigation and report. 
 
7. Do you think safeguarders should be given a remit for their appointment?  
8. In your experience, does it make any difference to the quality of safeguarder 
reports or the clarity of safeguarder appointments? 
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9. Do you think sheriffs should record reasons for safeguarder appointments?  
 
10. Is it ever unclear why you have been appointed by a sheriff?  
 
11. Would it be helpful if sheriffs provided a remit for your appointment? 
 
Several stakeholders thought that panel members may appoint a safeguarder 
because  
 
a) they may find the decision too difficult to take without the reassurance of a 
second opinion of a safeguarder;  
b) they may wish to put off making that decision by appointing a safeguarder 
and leaving the decision to another set of panel members; or  
c) to almost pacify other parties around the table in a situation of conflict. 
 
12. Do you think these are common concerns for panel members? 
 
13. Do you think safeguarders are often appointed by panel members to 
assist them in making difficult decisions? 
 
The so-caOOHGµWD[LUDQN¶SULQFLSOH- of allocating the next safeguarder on the list 
when an appointment request comes in ± was seen as a positive change amongst 
all stakeholders, because it was fairer and more transparent. 
 
14. Do you think this allocation process is equally appropriate in the court 
VHWWLQJDVLQWKH&KLOGUHQ¶V+HDULQJVVHWWLQJ" 
 
15. :KHQPLJKWLWEHPRUHDSSURSULDWHWRµFKRRVH¶DVSHFLILFVDIHJXDUGHU
because of their gender or expertise, for example? 
 
INVESTIGATIONS AND REPORTING: 
 
16. Our research found that panel members frequently follow safeguarder 
recommendations, why do you think this is the case? Do you think panel 
members scrutinise safeguarder reports? 
 
Safeguarders at interview, as well as other stakeholders, were often sceptical about 
their role in observing ± or more specifically ± assessing the quality of contact 
between a parent and child, and there are also issues for social work about how 
much contact should be allowed if a child is being considered for permanence. 
 
17. Could we ask you for your views on the role of safeguarders in 
observing or assessing contact? 
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TRAINING, SKILLS AND EXPERTISE: 
 
18. 7KHUHVHDUFKLGHQWLILHGWKDWVDIHJXDUGHUV¶XQGHUO\LQJSURIHVVLRQDOVNLOOV
are valued, particularly by decision-makers. What makes professional skills 
so crucial to the role? 
 
One of the key findings from the research was that stakeholders felt safeguarders 
lacked the confidence to operate in a court setting because they did not have an 
adequate training in court processes. Some also felt that they lacked training in 
panel procedures and lacked knowledge of resources in the local area that could be 
used as part of an intervention with children or their families. 
 
19. What do you think about the level of training ± and therefore 
confidence ± of safeguarders? 
 
THE CENTRALISATION OF SAFEGUARDERS: 
 
You will all be aware that a National Safeguarder Panel came into operation in mid-
2013, overseen by Children 1st, with accompanying Practice Standards and 
supervision arrangements. 
 
20. Are you aware of any changes that have occurred in safeguarder 
policy, operation or actual practice since that time three-plus years ago? For 
example, do you think there are more or less safeguarders, with more or less 
skills and expertise? Do you think having Children 1st overseeing the role of 
safeguarder has made a difference to practice? 
 
We experienced a lot of uncertainty amongst stakeholders about whether 
safeguarders should be professionally trained as safeguarders and equally, 
whether their own professional background was a help or a hindrance in fulfilling 
tKHUROHRIVDIHJXDUGHULQERWKFKLOGUHQ¶VKearings and the courts. Some 
VDIHJXDUGHUVPHQWLRQHGWKDWWKHUHZDVQRµSURIHVVLRQDOLGHQWLW\¶DPRQJVWWKHPQR
µHVSULWGHFRUSV¶DVRQHSHUVRQSXWLW7KH\IHOWVRPHZKDWLVRODWHGLQWKHUole with 
little peer support or group identity. 
 
21. Do you think this is an issue generally for safeguarders and how does 
it affect their work? How also do you think this could be remedied in the 
future? 
 
22. The research suggested that there was no desire for a professional 
qualification in safeguarding but there was some appetite for the 
development of a professional identity for safeguarders (taking into account 
that this is a paid role). How do you think this could be achieved in practice? 
 
23. In what ZD\VGRVDIHJXDUGHUVDGGYDOXHWRFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJV
proceedings? Is there anything else that they could do to add more value to 
proceedings? 
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Variable Levels N (%) 
Gender Male 35 (35) Female 64 (65) 
   
Age 
(years) 
30 ± 39 7 (7) 
40 ± 49 9 (9) 
50 ± 59 21 (21) 
60 ± 69 48 (48) 
70+ 14 (14) 
   
Previous 
panel 
member 
Yes 13 (13) 
No 86 (87) 
Table 201: Demographics for the 99 safeguarders who responded to the survey 
Age Category N (%) male N (%) female 
30 ± 39 1 (3) 6 (9) 
40 ± 49 2 (6) 7 (11) 
50 ± 59 12 (34) 9 (14) 
60 ± 69 16 (46) 32 (50) 
70+ 4 (11) 10 (16) 
Table 202: Age distribution for the 35 male and 64 female safeguarders. The denominator for the 
percentage calculations is the total number of males (n = 35) and females (n = 64) 
Length of time 
(years) 
N (%) male N (%) female Total (%) 
1 ± 3 11 (31) 16 (25) 27 (27) 
4 ± 5 5 (14) 6 (9) 11 (11) 
6 ± 7 1 (3) 9 (14) 10 (10) 
8 ± 10 2 (6) 10 (16) 12 (12) 
More than 10 16 (46) 23 (36) 39 (39) 
Table 203: Summary information on the length of time an individual has been a safeguarder. The 
figures indicate the number and percentage of male safeguarders (n = 35), female safeguarders (n 
= 64) and all safeguarders (n = 99) in each of the length of service categories 
Length of 
time (years) 
Age (years) 
30 ± 39 
N (%) 
40 ± 49 
N (%) 
50 ± 59 
N (%) 
60 ± 69 
N (%) 
70+ 
N (%) 
1 ± 3 2 (7) 3 (11) 9 (33) 13 (48) 0 (0) 
4 ± 5 0 (0) 1 (9) 4 (36) 5 (46) 1 (9) 
6 ± 7 2 (20) 2 (20) 0 (0) 6 (60) 0 (0) 
8 ± 10 3 (25) 1 (8) 3 (25) 2 (17) 3 (25) 
More than 10 0 (0) 2 (5) 5 (13) 22  (56) 10 (26) 
Table 204: Length of time that an individual has been a safeguarder for each of the age categories 
 
 
 Number of areas safeguarder role fulfilled 
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
N (%) 
safeguarders 
2 (2) 14 (14) 21 (21) 30 (30) 
15 
(15) 7 (7) 6 (6) 2 (2) 1 (1) 1 (1) 
Table 205: Number of different areas where the 99 safeguarders fulfil their role 
 
Number of areas  
safeguarder role 
fulfilled 
N (%)  
safeguarders 
Perth & Kinross 12 (12) 
Renfrewshire 12 (12) 
Scottish Borders 3 (3) 
Shetlands 5 (5) 
South Ayrshire 9 (9) 
South Lanarkshire 14 (14) 
Stirling 9 (9) 
West Dunbartonshire 12 (12) 
West Lothian 9 (9) 
Argyll & Bute 3 (3) 
East Lothian 13 (13) 
Moray 5 (5) 
East Renfrewshire 12 (12) 
Falkirk 5 (5) 
Fife 13 (13) 
Glasgow 26 (26) 
Highland 10 (10) 
Inverclyde 5 (5) 
Western Isles 3 (3) 
North Ayrshire 10 (10) 
Aberdeen 6 (6) 
Aberdeenshire 6 (6) 
Angus 13 (13) 
Edinburgh 14 (14) 
Clackmannanshire 8 (8) 
Dumfries & Galloway 2 (2) 
Dundee 17 (17) 
East Ayrshire 8 (8) 
East Dunbartonshire 13 (13) 
North Lanarkshire 15 (15) 
Orkney Islands 5 (5) 
Midlothian 11 (11) 
Table 206: Number and percentage of safeguarders (n = 99) working in each area. Note 
safeguarders could select more than one area 
 
 
 
 
 
Main occupation Males N (%) Females N (%) Total N (%) 
Lawyer 9 (33) 18 (67) 27 (28) 
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Social Worker 4 (36) 7 (64) 12 (13) 
Teacher 2 (100) 0 (0) 2 (2) 
Retired 17 (42) 24 (58) 42 (44) 
Other 1 (8) 11 (92) 12 (13) 
Table 207: Main occupation for the 95 safeguarders who responded to this question 
 
Variable Levels N (%) 
Gender 
Male 102 (29) 
Female 250 (70) 
Prefer not to say 5 (1) 
   
Age 
(years) 
Under 20 2 (1) 
20 - 29 28 (8) 
30 ± 39 75 (21) 
40 ± 49 69 (19) 
50 ± 59 95 (27) 
60 ± 69 77 (22) 
70+ 11 (3) 
Table 208: Demographics for the 357 non-safeguarders in the study 
 
Age Category N (%) male N (%) female 
N (%) 
prefer 
not to 
say 
Under 20 0 (0) 1 (0) 1 (20) 
20 - 29 3 (3) 25 (10) 0  (0) 
30 ± 39 21 (21) 53 (21) 1 (20) 
40 ± 49 15 (15) 54 (22) 0  (0) 
50 ± 59 26 (26) 66 (26) 3 (60) 
60 ± 69 29 (28) 48 (19) 0 (0) 
70+ 8 (8) 3 (1) 0 (0) 
Table 209: Age distribution for those non-safeguarders who identified themselves as male (n = 
102), female (n = 250), and prefer not to say (n = 5) 
 
Main occupation Males N (%) Females N (%) Total N (%) 
&KLOGUHQ¶VUHSRUWHU 10 (11) 28 (13) 41 (13) 
Lawyer 8 (9) 8 (4) 16 (5) 
Panel member 58 (62) 87 (41) 145 (47) 
Social worker 12 (13) 73 (35) 85 (28) 
Other 5 (5) 15 (7) 20 (6) 
Table 210: Occupations for the non-safeguarders in the study 
 
 
 
 
 
Number of areas non-
safeguarder role 
fulfilled 
N (%)  
non-
safeguarders 
82 
0 53 (15) 
1 278 (78) 
2 8 (2) 
3 7 (2) 
4 6 (2) 
6 2 (1) 
7 1 (0) 
9 1 (0) 
10 1 (0) 
Total 357 (100) 
Table 211: Number of areas where the non-safeguarders worked 
 
Number of areas 
 role fulfilled 
N (%) 
safeguarders 
Perth & Kinross 7 (2) 
Renfrewshire 19 (5) 
Scottish Borders 9 (2) 
Shetlands 6 (2) 
South Ayrshire 12 (3) 
South Lanarkshire 26 (7) 
Stirling 12 (3) 
West Dunbartonshire 11 (3) 
West Lothian 10 (3) 
Argyll & Bute 11 (3) 
East Lothian 16 (5) 
Moray 5 (1) 
East Renfrewshire 12 (3) 
Falkirk 17 (5) 
Fife 19 (5) 
Glasgow 40 (11) 
Highland 12 (3) 
Inverclyde 9 (2) 
Western Isles 5 (1) 
North Ayrshire 2 (1) 
Aberdeen 9 (2) 
Aberdeenshire 15 (4) 
Angus 10 (3) 
Edinburgh 29 (8) 
Clackmannanshire 3 (1) 
Dumfries & Galloway 5 (1) 
Dundee 12 (3) 
East Ayrshire 8 (2) 
East Dunbartonshire 7 (2) 
North Lanarkshire 7 (2) 
Orkney Islands 3 (1) 
Midlothian 9 (2) 
Table 212: Areas where the non-safeguarders worked 
 
Length of time 
(years) 
N (%) 
safeguarders 
N (%) 
sheriffs 
1 ± 3 78 (26) 3 (19) 
4 ± 5 49 (16) 0 (0) 
6 ± 7 43 (14) 2 (13) 
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8 ± 10 42 (14) 4 (31) 
More than 10 92 (30) 4 (31) 
Table 213: Length of service for the 304 non-safeguarders and 13 sheriffs who responded 
 
 
Non-
safeguarders 
N (%) 
Sheriffs 
N(%) 
No authority to appoint 162 (54) - 
Authority to appoint and 
done so 
125 (42) 12 (92) 
Authority to appoint and 
not done so 
16 (4) 1 (8) 
Table 214: Authority to, and appointment of, safeguarders by the 303 non-safeguarders and 13 
sheriffs who responded 
 
Number of hearings Non-
safeguarders 
N (%) 
Sheriffs 
N (%) 
None 6 (2)  
1 ± 10 163 (54) 5 (38) 
11 ± 30 81 (27) 2 (15) 
31 ± 50 19 (6) 2 (15) 
More than 50 34 (11) 4 (31) 
Table 215: Number of hearings where safeguarders have been involved for the 303 non-
safeguarders and 13 sheriffs who responded 
 
Record ID Local Authority  
Gender Age at Safeguarder Appointment 
Number of Additional Children (Siblings) 
Included on Allocation Form 
Gender and Age of Additional Children, 
as appropriate 
Date of Safeguarder Appointment Type of Proceedings  
Stated Reason for Safeguarder 
Appointment 
Additional Information Stated 
Table 216: Variables used to extract data for the sheriff sample 
 
 
 
 
Background Safeguarder 
Appointment 
Substantive 
Hearing Decision 
Appeals 
Record ID Age of Child at 
Safeguarder 
Appointment 
Date of Hearing Was Substantive 
Decision 
Appealed?  
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Gender Date of 
Safeguarder 
Appointment 
Purpose of Hearing If Yes, By Who? 
Local Authority Purpose of Hearing Hearing Decision ± 
Compulsory 
Measures  
Reason for Appeal 
Date of Established 
Grounds  
Was Hearing 
Arranged to 
Consider New 
Grounds?  
Other Measures in 
Place 
Appeal Outcome 
Type of Order in 
Place at 
Safeguarder 
Appointment 
If Yes, First 
Grounds Referred 
to Hearing? 
Residence 
Conditions 
Date Appeal 
Concluded  
Date of Order Is Purpose to 
Consider Additional 
Grounds Arising 
Since Existing 
Order Made?  
Contact Conditions  
Date that Order 
was First Made 
Hearing Decision ± 
Compulsory 
Measures 1 
Other Conditions  
Other Measures in 
Place 
Hearing Decision ±  
Compulsory 
Measures 2 
Hearings Reasons 
Relevant to 
Safeguarder 
Appointment  
 
Residence 
Conditions 
If Hearing 
Continued 
(Decision Deferred) 
Why?  
  
Contact Conditions Decision to Appoint 
a Safeguarder 
  
Other Conditions Reason to Appoint 
a Safeguarder 
  
 Date of 
Safeguarder 
Report  
  
 Safeguarder 
Recommendation  
  
Table 217: Grouping and variables used to extract data for SCRA sample 
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Report ID Safeguarder Appointed By Hearing or 
Sheriff 
Structure of Safeguarder Report 6DIHJXDUGHU¶V5HPLWLIspecified 
%DVLVRI6DIHJXDUGHU¶V,QYHVWLJDWLRQ Reference Made by Safeguarder to 
Professionals? 
If Yes, Who Was Consulted and Why?  Resources/Services Identified by 
Safeguarder 
Tone/Style of Safeguarder Report  Length of Safeguarder Report  
6DIHJXDUGHU¶V5HFRPPHQGDWLRQ Agreement Between Safeguarder and 
Social Worker Recommendations? 
Similarities Between Safeguarder and 
Social Workers Reports 
Differences Between Safeguarder and 
Social Worker Reports  
Duplication of Effort  
Table 218: Variables used to extract data for the paired report analysis 
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Scores awarded  
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
Safeguarders 
N (%) 
0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (5) 8 (9) 25 (28) 51 (58)  
Others 
N (%) 
2 (2) 11 (13) 17 (20) 17 (20) 22 (25) 13 (15) 4 (5) 1 (1)  
Table 301: Questionnaire responses on to what extent safeguarders felt that (a) they, and (b) 
RWKHUVLQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVV\VWHPZHUHFOHDUDERXWZKDWLVH[SHFWHGRIDVDIHJXDUGHU 
Role 
Main occupation of the safeguarder  
Lawyer 
N (%) 
Social worker 
N (%) 
Teacher 
N (%) 
Other 
N (%) 
Retired 
N (%) 
Total 
N (%)* 
&KLOGUHQ¶V 
reporters 1 (25) 1 (25) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (50) 4 (4) 
Lawyers 9 (48) 3 (16) 0 (0) 1 (5) 6 (32) 19 (19) 
Panel  
members 15 (32) 7 (15) 2 (4) 5 (11) 18 (38) 47 (48) 
Sheriffs 5 (42) 3 (25) 1 (8) 1 (8) 2 (17) 12 (12) 
Social  
workers 10 (33) 5 (17) 0 (0) 3 (10) 12 (40) 30 (30) 
Other 15 (31) 4 (8) 1 (2) 8 (16) 21 (43) 49 (50) 
*the total number of responding safeguarders (n = 99) is used as the denominator 
for the percentage calculations in the total column 
Table 302: Questionnaire responses on the roles that, in the opinion of safeguarders, do not fully 
understand the safeguarder role/remit. Results are stratified by main occupation of the safeguarder 
 
Interviewee Group   Stakeholder groups lacking understanding 
Safeguarders Social workers; Children 1st 
Solicitors Safeguarders 
Reporters Panel Members; Sheriffs; Children and 
Families 
Panel members Safeguarders 
Sheriffs None 
Table 303: Interview UHVSRQVHVE\VWDNHKROGHUJURXSRQZKLFKUROHVLQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJV
system do not fully understand the safeguarder role 
Grouping term Activities covered 
&KLOG¶VYLHZV $VFHUWDLQFKLOG¶VYLHZVFRQYH\FKLOG¶VYLHZVZLVKHVJLYHWKH
child a voice in proceedings 
Independence 
Provide independent view/perspective/recommendation, 
undertake independent enquiry/assessment, produce 
independent report/impartial report, be independent 
from/challenge other agencies 
&KLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWV 
Represent/promote FKLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWVVDIHJXDUGFKLOG¶VEHVW
LQWHUHVWVDWKHDULQJFRXUWUHFRPPHQGZKDWLVLQWKHFKLOG¶VEHVW
interests, keep the child at the centre of proceedings 
Decision making 
Assist/inform/support decision making, identify options/course 
of action for child, ensure best outcome for child, enable child-
centred decision making 
Information gathering  
and processing 
,QYHVWLJDWHFKLOG¶VFLUFXPVWDQFHVFRQVXOWZLWK
child/family/professionals, collate/assess/evaluate available 
information 
Table 304: Groupings used for both the safeguarder and non-safeguarder free text responses on 
the key function/role of a safeguarder 
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Grouping term Safeguarders 
N (%) 
Non-
safeguarders 
N (%) 
Sheriffs 
N (%) 
&KLOG¶VYLHZV 21 (21) 63 (18) 4 (25) 
Independence 27 (27) 133 (37) 4 (25) 
&KLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWV 81 (82) 157 (44) 9 (56) 
Decision making 22 (22) 110 (31) 4 (25) 
Information gathering  
and processing 
19 (19) 119 (33) 1 (6) 
Table 305: Number, and percentage of (a) safeguarders (n = 99), (b) non-safeguarders (n = 357), 
and (c) sheriffs (n = 16) who felt that these activities were a key part of the safeguarder role 
Variable Levels Unique N (%) 
Overlap 
N (%) 
Safeguarder NA 71 (81) 17 (19) 
    
Gender Males (n = 32) 24 (75)  8 (25) 
 Females (n = 56) 47 (84) 9 (16) 
    
Length of service 1 ± 3 (n = 25) 20 (80) 5 (20) 
 4 ± 5 (n = 11) 6 (54) 5 (46) 
 6 ± 7 (n = 8) 6 (75) 2 (25) 
 8 ± 10 (n = 9) 8 (89) 1 (11) 
 More than 10 (n = 35) 31 (89) 4 (11) 
    
Main occupation Lawyer (n = 23) 17 (74) 6 (26) 
 Social Worker (n = 11) 10 (91) 1 (9) 
 Teacher (n = 2) 2 (100) 0 (0) 
 Retired (n = 39) 32 (82) 7 (18) 
 Other (n = 12) 10 (83) 1 (17) 
Table 306: Number and percentage of safeguarders that indicated that the safeguarder role (a) 
was unique in the hearings process, or (b) overlapped with other roles 
Variable Levels Unique N (%) 
Overlap 
N (%) 
Non-safeguarder NA 163 (59) 113 (41) 
    
Gender Males (n = 86) 54 (63) 32 (37) 
 Females (n = 187) 106 (57) 81 (43) 
 Prefer not to say (n = 3) 3 (100) 0 (0) 
    
Length of service 1 ± 3 (n = 66) 36 (54) 30 (46) 
 4 ± 5 (n = 45) 26 (58) 19 (42) 
 6 ± 7 (n = 42) 26 (62) 16 (38) 
 8 ± 10 (n = 39) 27 (69) 12 (31) 
 More than 10 (n = 84) 48 (57) 36 (43) 
    
Main occupation &KLOGUHQ¶VUHSRUWHUQ 
33) 
23 (70) 10 (30) 
 Lawyer (n = 15) 7 (47) 8 (53) 
 Panel member (n = 132) 95 (72) 37 (28) 
 Social worker (n = 80) 32 (40) 48 (60) 
 Other (n = 16) 6 (38) 10 (62) 
Table 307:  Number and percentage of non-safeguarders that indicated that the safeguarder role 
(a) was unique in the hearings process, or (b) overlapped with other roles 
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Variable Levels Unique N (%) 
Overlap 
N (%) 
Sheriffs NA 9 (75) 3 (25) 
    
Length of service 1 ± 3 (n = 3) 3 (100) 0 (0) 
 4 ± 5 (n = 0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
 6 ± 7 (n = 2) 1 (50) 1 (50) 
 8 ± 10 (n = 3) 3 (100) 0 (0) 
 More than 10 (n = 4) 2 (50) 2 (50) 
Table 308: Number and percentage of sheriffs that indicated that the safeguarder role (a) was 
unique in the hearings process, or (b) overlapped with other roles 
Role overlapped with Safeguarder N (%) 
Non-safeguarder 
N (%) 
Sheriffs 
N (%) 
All 2 (13) 6 (6) 0 (0) 
Social worker 7 (47) 71 (63) 2 (67) 
Legal representative/solicitor 5 (33) 13 (12) 2 (67) 
Advocate/advocacy worker 6 (40) 28 (25) 0 (0) 
&KLOGUHQ¶VULJKWVRIILFHU 1 (7) 10 (9) 3 (100) 
Table 309: Number, and percentage, of (a) safeguarders (n = 15), (b) non-safeguarders (n = 113) 
and sheriffs (n = 3) who identified overlap between these roles and that of the safeguarder (more 
than one role could be specified) 
Feelings about the overlap between 
roles 
Safeguarders 
N (%) 
Non-safeguarders 
N (%) 
Sheriffs 
N (%) 
Complements/assists safeguarder role 10 (59) 40 (35) 2 (67) 
Makes safeguarder role more difficult 5 (29) 26 (23) 0 (0) 
Negates the role of safeguarder 2 (12) 47 (42) 1 (33) 
Table 310: How (a) safeguarders (n = 17), (b) non-safeguarders (n = 113), and (c) sheriffs (n = 3) 
WKLQNWKHRYHUODSEHWZHHQWKHVDIHJXDUGHUUROHDQGRWKHUVLQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVV\VWHPDIIHFWV
the safeguarder role  
 
&KLOGUHQ¶V
reporter 
Lawyer Panel 
member 
Social 
Worker 
Sheriff Other Total 
Complements/assists 
safeguarder role 6 1 18 11 2 4 42 
Makes the role of the 
safeguarder more 
difficult 
1 2 9 13 0 1 26 
Negates the role of 
the safeguarder 3 5 10 24 1 5 48 
Total 10 8 37 48 3 10 116 
Table 311: How (a) non-safeguarders (n = 113), and (b) sheriffs (n = 3) think the overlap between 
WKHVDIHJXDUGHUUROHDQGRWKHUVLQWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VKHDULQJVV\VWHPDIIHFWVWKHVDIHJXDUGHUUROH
Information stratified by main profession  
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Grouping term Activities covered 
Interests 
7RVDIHJXDUGWKHFKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWVLQSURFHHGLQJVZKHUHFKLOG¶VEHVWLQWHUHVWV
DUHQRWDGHTXDWHO\SURWHFWHGZKHUHFKLOG¶VLQWHUHVWVKDYHEHHQ
RYHUORRNHGORVWVLJKWRIZKHUHGHFLVLRQLQFKLOG¶V best interests is unclear 
Rights 
7RSURWHFWWKHFKLOG¶VULJKWVZKHUHWKHULJKWVRIWKHFKLOGDUHQRWDGHTXDWHO\
protected, where the child cannot understand the process, where the child 
cannot participate in the process, where the child is too young to instruct a 
solicitor but needs representation, when grounds are sent to the sheriff for 
proof 
Conflict 
Where there is conflict between parents/carers and relevant agencies, 
predominately social work, where there is conflict within the family, where 
there LVGLVDJUHHPHQWGLIIHULQJYLHZVDERXWFKLOG¶VSODQZKHUH
relationship/communication between family and professionals has broken 
down, where there is lack of engagement/cooperation by family with relevant 
agencies 
Views 
7RREWDLQWKHFKLOG¶VYLHZVZKHUHWKHFKLOG¶VYLHZVDUHXQNQRZQZKHUHWKH
FKLOG¶VYLHZVKDYHQRWEHHQUHSUHVHQWHGZLWKLQSURFHHGLQJVZKHUHFKLOG¶V
voice is lost ± WRJLYHFKLOGDYRLFHPDLQO\FKLOG¶VYLHZVEXWVRPHLQGLFDWLRQ
that safeguarders can be appointed to obtain parents¶FDUHUs¶ views and 
SURIHVVLRQDOV¶YLHZV 
Information 
Insufficient information available to allow hearing to make substantive 
decision, missing information or gaps in available information, conflicting 
information/factual dispute, lack of clarity within available information, specific 
information sought by hearing on particular issue, need for information to be 
verified ± concerns around honesty of parents/carers and potential 
entrenched views of professionals 
Independence 
To obtain independent assessment, to provide an independent view of the 
FKLOG¶VFLUFXPVWDQFHVWRSURYLGHDQLQGHSHQGHQWRYHUYLHZRIFDVHQHHGIRU
impartial/objective report and recommendation, need for independent 
perspective 
Table 401: Grouping categories used for the free text question on the types of situations or 
circumstances that a safeguarder should be appointed 
Grouping term Non-safeguarders (N, %) Sheriffs (N, %) 
Conflict 208 (58) 6 (38) 
Gathering information 139 (39) 2 (12) 
Ascertaining views 128 (36) 4 (25) 
Independence 68 (19) 1 (6) 
&KLOG¶VLQWHUHVWV 65 (18) 6 (38) 
&KLOG¶VULJKWV 46 (13) 0 (0) 
Table 402: Number, and percentage, of non-safeguarders (n = 357) and sheriffs (n = 16) who felt 
these were the types of situations or circumstances in which a safeguarder should be appointed. 
(Respondents could give more than one) 
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Figure 1: Reasons for safeguarder appointment extracted from the SCRA sample 
 
Figure 2: Reasons for safeguarder appointment extracted from the sheriff sample 
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Roles  Conflict 
N (%) 
Information 
gathering 
N (%) 
Ascertaining 
views 
N (%) 
Independence 
N (%) 
&KLOG¶V
interests 
N (%) 
&KLOG¶V
rights 
N (%) 
Panel members 98 (47) 69 (50) 72 (56) 35 (52) 
 
45 (69) 19 (14) 
Social workers 61 (29) 38 (27) 22 (17) 13 (19) 6 (9) 6 (13) 
&KLOGUHQ¶V
reporters 
27 (13) 16 (12) 23 (18) 13 (19) 10 (15) 15 (33) 
Lawyers 10 (5) 6 (4) 7 (6) 3 (4) 3 (5) 2 (4) 
Other 12 (6) 10 (6) 4 (3.1) 4 (6) 1 (2) 4 (9) 
Table 403: Roles that mentioned conflict as a reason to appoint a safeguarder 
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Chapter 5 tables and figures 
Grouping term Activities covered 
Child/family related activity 
Playing with child, obtaining child/family views, meeting 
with child/family, interviewing child/family, explaining 
process to child/family, observing contact, mediating, 
handing out leaflets, travelling to family/child meetings 
Information gathering 
Phone calls, obtaining professional views, interviewing 
professionals, meeting with professionals, talking and 
listening, travelling 
Information processing Reading paperwork and reports, collating information, 
assessing and evaluating, thinking and analysing 
Court hearing/attendance Travelling, sitting in court/hearing waiting rooms, 
attending hearings/courts 
Report preparation Keeping to limited timescales, writing 
report/recommendations, oral presentations 
Table 501: Groupings used for the free text responses that indicated the activities that took up 
PRVWRIWKHVDIHJXDUGHUV¶WLPH 
Activity 
Gender Total 
N (%) Males N (%) 
Females 
N (%) 
Child/family related activity 21 (60) 45 (70) 66 (67) 
Information gathering 23 (66) 38 (60) 61 (62) 
Information processing 8 (23) 18 (28) 26 (26) 
Court hearing/attendance 2 (6) 4 (6) 6 (6) 
Report preparation 9 (26) 13 (20) 22 (22) 
Table 502: Number, and percentage, of male (n = 35), female (n = 64) and all (n = 99) 
safeguarders who spent most of their time involved in these activities. (Respondents could give 
more than one response) 
Role 
Usefulness of safeguarder reports (N, %) 
Extremely 
useless 
Moderately 
useless 
Slightly 
useless 
Neither 
useful nor 
useless 
Slightly 
useful 
Moderately 
useful 
Extremely 
useful 
Non-
safeguarder 
6 (2) 11 (4) 5 (2) 37 (13) 18 (7) 92 (33) 107 (39) 
Sheriff 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (8) 4 (33) 7 (58) 
Table 503: Non-safeguarder (n = 276) and sheriff (n = 12) opinions on the usefulness of 
safeguarder reports 
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Role 
Usefulness of safeguarder reports (N, %) 
Extremely 
useless 
Moderately 
useless 
Slightly 
useless 
Neither 
useful 
nor 
useless 
Slightly 
useful 
Moderately 
useful 
Extremely 
useful 
&KLOGUHQ¶V
reporter 
0 (0) 1 (3) 0 (0) 2 (6) 3 (9) 10 (30) 17 (52) 
Solicitor 1 (7) 1 (7) 0 (0) 1 (7) 3 (20) 7 (47) 2 (13) 
Panel 
member 
4 (3) 0 (0) 2 (2) 5 (4) 6 (4) 43 (33) 72 (55) 
Social 
worker 
1 (1) 8 (10) 3 (4) 9 (11) 20 (25) 27 (34) 12 (15) 
Other 0 (0) 1 (6) 0 (0) 1 (6) 5 (31) 5 (31) 4 (25) 
Table 504: Opinions of non-safeguarders (n = 276) on the usefulness of safeguarder reports 
Attendance at 
proceedings 
Non-safeguarders 
N (%) 
Sheriffs 
N (%) 
Yes 264 (74) 12 (100) 
No 5 (2) 0 (0) 
Unsure 8 (3) 0 (0) 
Table 505: Non-safeguarder (n = 388) and sheriff (n = 12) opinions on whether it is better for 
safeguarders to appear at the proceedings to present their report 
 
 
Figure 3: The extent to which safeguarder recommendations were followed 
Response Non-safeguarders 
N (%) 
Sheriffs 
N (%) 
Yes 159 (58) 10 (83) 
No 81 (29) 1 (8) 
'RQ¶WNQRZ 36 (13) 1 (8) 
Table 506: Non-safeguarder (n = 276) and sheriff (n = 12) opinion on whether the involvement of a 
safeguarder makes the decision in the case more robust 
 
 
Response N (%) 
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Not Followed
Partially Followed
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Yes 36 (42) 
No 12 (14) 
'RQ¶WNQRZ 38 (44) 
Table 507: Number, and percentage, of safeguarders (n = 86) who provided an opinion on whether 
the involvement of a safeguarder affected the number of appeals 
Response 
Main occupation 
Lawyer 
N (%) 
Social worker 
N (%) 
Teacher 
N (%) 
Other 
N (%) 
Retired 
N (%) 
Yes 15 (42) 5 (14) 0 (0) 5 (14) 11 (31) 
No 4 (33) 2 (17) 1 (8) 2 (17) 3 (25) 
'RQ¶WNQRZ 3 (8) 4 (11) 1 (3) 6 (16) 24 (64) 
Table 508: Summary information on whether the involvement of a safeguarder affected the number 
of appeals. Results stratified by main occupation of the safeguarder 
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Chapter 6 tables and figures 
Grouping Activities covered Safeguarders 
N 
Non-safeguarders 
N 
None 
I have not noticed any, I have 
not observed any changes to 
practice, I see no difference, I 
am not aware of any, not in my 
experience 
4  106 
More 
safeguarders 
Increase in number of 
safeguarders with different 
abilities, greater number of 
safeguarders available, more 
appointments for safeguarders 
1 11 
More 
support/training 
Support sessions and 
mandatory training, a lot more 
training, less isolation, targeted 
training for safeguarders, 
better trained safeguarders 
24 5 
Increased 
quality/standards 
and supervision 
More homogeneous approach 
to role, a drive towards a 
national standard, better 
adherence to 
timescales/attendance at 
hearings, better/more 
supervision, better/more 
regulation, better assessments 
by safeguarders, more 
accountability, development of 
a professional identity 
34 18 
Negative 
changes 
Unnecessary intervention in 
the role, too much 
oversight/scrutiny, threat to 
independence of role, greater 
number of appointments 
outside of local area, no 
improvement in safeguarder 
quality, increased number of 
people lacking key skills and 
local knowledge, poor quality 
safeguarders, more 
bureaucracy, less autonomy, 
ineffective training 
20 29  
'RQ¶WNQRZ 
Experience is post 2013, 
FDQQRWFRPPHQWGRQ¶WNQRZ
GRQ¶WLQWHUDFWZLWKHQRXJK 
safeguarders to comment, 
limited/short time experience of 
CHS 
9 94 
Table 601: Groupings and number of respondents for the free text responses that indicate the 
changes that have been seen since the 2013 shift to a national panel. Note some individuals may 
give multiple responses  
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Score Safeguarders 
(N, %) 
Non-safeguarders 
(N, %) 
0 1 (1) 38 (14) 
1 2 (2) 14 (5) 
2 3 (4) 25 (9) 
3 0 (0.0) 21 (8) 
4 3 (4) 6 (2) 
5 9 (11) 106 (39) 
6 6 (7) 20 (8) 
7 14 (17) 17 (6) 
8 14 (17) 13 (5) 
9 10 (12) 8 (3) 
10 19 (24) 4 (12) 
Table 602: Safeguarder and non-safeguarder opinions on whether the shift to a national panel in 
2013 has made a difference to the way in which safeguarders work. Opinions collected using an 
11-point scale where higher scores mean bigger difference 
Response Safeguarders  
N (%) 
Non-safeguarders 
N (%) 
Yes 9 (11) 7 (3) 
No 34 (42) 46 (17) 
'RQ¶WNQRZ 38 (47) 218 (80) 
Table 603: Safeguarder (n = 81) and non-safeguarder (n = 271) opinion on whether there have 
been any changes in policy following the 2013 shift to a national panel 
Grouping Activities covered Safeguarders 
N 
Non-safeguarders 
N 
Interactions with 
child/family 
Better understanding of 
effect of circumstances 
on child, increased 
understanding of how to 
get information from 
child, more friendly 
interactions 
3 3 
Standards/accountability 
Adhering to standards, 
meeting timelines, more 
consistency in practice 
1 1 
Provision of guidelines 
and training 
More guidance on how 
to gather different 
views, training on how 
to gather information 
4 2 
Communication 
Better reports, more 
detailed reports, better 
contact with 
safeguarders 
0 2 
Table 604: Groupings and number of respondents for the free text responses for changes in policy 
that have been seen since the 2013 shift to a national panel. Note some individuals may give 
multiple responses 
 
Score awarded 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Number (%) 1 (1) 1 (1) 2 (2) 10 (12) 4 (5) 13 (15) 18 (21) 19 (22) 18 (21) 
Table 605: Safeguarder (n = 86) opinion on the extent that the seven practice standards for 
safeguarders provide a good framework for the safeguarder role 
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Score 
Main occupation 
Lawyer 
N (%) 
Social worker 
N (%) 
Teacher 
N (%) 
Other 
N (%) 
Retired 
N (%) 
2 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (100) 
3 1 (100) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
4 1 (50) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (50) 0 (0) 
5 3 (30) 2 (20) 0 (0) 1 (10) 4 (40) 
6 0 (0) 3 (75) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (25) 
7 8 (62) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (23) 2 (15) 
8 2 (11) 3 (17) 0 (0) 3 (17) 10 (56) 
9 4 (21) 1 (5) 1 (5) 2 (11) 11 (58) 
10 3 (17) 2 (11) 1 (6) 3 (17) 9 (50) 
Table 606: Safeguarder (n = 86) opinion on the extent that the seven practice standards for 
safeguarders provide a good framework for the safeguarder role. Results stratified by main 
occupation for safeguarder 
 
 
Score 
Length of service as a safeguarder (Years) 
1 ± 3 
N (%) 
4 ± 5 
N (%) 
6 ± 7 
N (%) 
8 ± 10 
N (%) 
More 
than 10 
N (%) 
2 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (100) 
3 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (100) 
4 0 (0) 1 (50) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (50) 
5 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (30) 1 (10) 6 (60) 
6 2 (50) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (25) 1 (25) 
7 1 (8) 2 (15) 1 (8) 1 (8) 8 (62) 
8 5 (28) 2 (11) 2 (11) 3 (17) 6 (33) 
9 9 (47) 3 (16) 1 (5) 1 (5) 5 (26) 
10 7 (39) 3 (17) 1 (6) 2 (11) 5 (28) 
Table 607: Safeguarder (n = 86) opinion on the extent that the seven practice standards for 
safeguarders provide a good framework for the safeguarder role. Results stratified by length of 
service as a safeguarder 
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Figure 4: Safeguarder opinions on how important each of the seven key practice standards are 
Practice standard 
Order of importance 
N (%) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Putting the child at 
the centre 
52  
(63) 
2 
 (2) 
1 
(1) 
2 
(2) 
1 
(1) 
2 
(2) 
22 
(27) 
Developing 
relationships with all 
involved 
13 
(16) 
11 
(14) 
8 
(10) 
7 
(8) 
9 
(11) 
13 
(16) 
21 
(26) 
Acting with 
independence of 
practice 
1 
(1) 
18 
(22) 
25 
(30) 
14 
(17) 
12 
(15) 
10 
(12) 
2 
(2) 
Providing clear and 
timely reports 
5 
(6) 
4 
(5) 
9 
(11) 
19 
(23) 
22 
(27) 
15 
(18) 
8 
(10) 
Maintaining 
confidentiality 
1 
(1) 
5 
(6) 
16 
(20) 
27 
(33) 
17 
(21) 
13 
(16) 
3 
(4) 
Acting with integrity, 
honesty and fairness 
4 
(5) 
34 
(42) 
15 
(18) 
10 
(12) 
8 
(10) 
9 
(11) 
2 
(2) 
Keeping up to date 
with skills/knowledge 
6  
(7) 
8 
(10) 
8 
(10) 
3 
(4) 
13 
(16) 
20 
(24) 
24 
(30) 
Table 608: Ranking, in order of importance, of the seven practice standards for safeguarders. One 
indicates most important while seven indicates least important 
Main occupation Aware N (%) Not aware N 
(%) 
&KLOGUHQ¶VUHSRUWHU 21 (18) 12 (7) 
Lawyer 7 (6) 8 (5) 
Panel member 54 (47) 78 (45) 
Social worker 20 (17) 60 (39) 
Sheriffs 7 (6) 5 (3) 
Other 7 (6) 9 (5) 
Total 116 172 
Table 609: Number, and percentage, of non-safeguarders and sheriffs who were either aware or 
not aware of the 7 key practice standards 
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Score Safeguarders 
N (%) 
Non-safeguarders 
N (%) 
Sheriffs 
N (%) 
0 0 (0) 7 (2) 0 (0) 
1 0 (0) 5 (2) 0 (0) 
2 0 (0) 6 (2) 0 (0) 
3  0 (0) 7 (2) 0 (0) 
4 0 (0) 9 (3) 1 (8) 
5 1 (1) 43 (16) 0 (0) 
6 0 (0) 28 (10) 0 (0) 
7 4 (5) 35 (13) 0 (0) 
8 19 (23) 46 (17) 3 (25) 
9 19 (23) 50 (18) 4 (33) 
10 39 (48) 40 (14) 4 (33) 
Table 610: The extent that safeguarders (n = 82), non-safeguarders (n = 276) and sheriffs (n = 12) 
felt that the underlying professional skills/qualifications of safeguarders helped them in their role as 
a safeguarder 
 
 
 
Skill Activities covered 
Communication 
Written and verbal communication, ability to effectively communicate with 
a range of groups, listening skills, ability to explain 
roles/process/report/recommendations in a range of settings/to a range of 
audiences, report writing skills 
Information 
gathering and 
processing 
Interviewing skills, investigation/assessment skills, observation skills, 
analytical skills, ability to collate and synthesise relevant information, 
ability to present information clearly in reports/at hearings/in court 
Interpersonal 
Ability to relate to/engage with children and families, ability to work 
alongside relevant professionals, appreciation of family dynamics, life 
experience, empathy/compassion, integrity/respect, humour, honesty, 
confidence/tenacity, objectivity/impartiality, sensitivity, confidentiality, 
autonomy and independence, child centred approach 
Professional 
Knowledge of legal systems/process, understanding child development, 
understanding of mental health/addiction/domestic 
abuse/disability/trauma, experience of working with vulnerable groups, 
legal/court/hearings experience, advocacy skills, mediation/negotiation 
skills, problem solving skills, professional qualification in law/social 
work/health/psychology 
Table 611: Groupings used for the free text responses that provided further information on the 
underlying professional skills/qualifications/qualities that were important to the safeguarder role 
Skill Safeguarders N (%) 
Non-safeguarders 
N (%) 
Sheriffs 
N (%) 
Communication 57 (58) 149 (42) 5 (31) 
Information gathering/processing 32 (32) 75 (21) 1 (6) 
Interpersonal 66 (67) 159 (44) 7 (44) 
Professional 56 (57) 161 (45) 8 (50) 
Table 612: Number, and percentage, of safeguarders, non-safeguarders and sheriffs who felt 
these skills/qualifications/qualitites were important to the safeguarder 
 
100 
Response Non-safeguarders 
N (%) 
Sheriffs 
N (%) 
Yes 46 (13) 6 (54) 
No 35 (13) 3 (27) 
'RQ¶WNQRZ 192 (70) 2 (18) 
Table 613: Non-safeguarder (n = 273) and sheriff opinion on whether safeguarders are provided 
with appropriate training and support to fulfil their role 
 
Skill Activities covered 
Support 
Mentoring/buddying, peer support, group support sessions, support 
hotline, counselling, genuine support ± not 
supervising/monitoring/compliance/management 
Professional 
development 
Problem solving skills, restorative approaches, consultation of practice 
guidance, safeguarder input in training ± provision and identification of 
subject matter 
Specialist training 
Court work, legal processes/procedures, safeguarder role in court 
proceedings (particular appeals), social work input, substance misuse, 
interviewing techniques, conflict resolution, identification of neglect/abuse, 
training should be paid 
Table 614: Groupings used for the free text responses that provided further information on the 
additional skills/training that safeguarder would find useful 
 
 
Skill Activities covered 
Child 
development and 
protection 
Training on attachment, training on neglect, training on domestic violence, 
training on substance misuse, training on physical and sexual abuse 
Legal issues and 
processes 
Training on legal framework and process, training on court work ± how to 
be a party to proceedings, training on permanence legislation and 
procedures, training on social work processes/decision-making 
Communication 
skills 
Court work, legal processes/procedures, safeguarder role in court 
proceedings (particular appeals), social work input, substance misuse, 
interviewing techniques, conflict resolution, identification of neglect/abuse, 
training should be paid 
Assessment skills 
Training on how to engage and effectively communicate with children, 
training on how to communicate effectively with parents/carers, training 
on how to communicate effectively with professionals, advocacy skills, 
professionalism ± engaging with families/professionals in a respectful 
manner 
Reporting skills 
Training on how to write a comprehensive report, consistent standard of 
reporting, adherence to timescales for reports, attendance at hearings 
and ability to speak to report, training on how to undertake a thorough 
and independent investigation 
Table 615: Grouping used for free text reponses for skills that would be useful, in the opinion of 
non-safeguarders, for the safeguarder role 
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